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PREFACE
In 1960, during a tour as Assistant Public Works Officer
at the U. S. Marine Corps Air Station, Kaneohe Bay, Hawaii, the
author participated, at the field activity level, in the central-
ization of the Navy's family housing program under the Chief,
Bureau of Yards and Docks, who was designated as Single Executive
for Navy Family Housing. This program was further centralized on
a Department of Defense-wide basis in 1961. The purpose of this
centralization was to provide for improved management of family
housing on a program basis.
It is the purpose of this paper to study the progress of
the Navy's family housing management system as it has evolved
since 1960. The present system will be evaluated to determine
whether it is meeting the needs of the activity, the Field Engi-
neering Office, and the Bureau of Yards and Docks managers in
providing for effective execution of the program for operation
and maintenance of family housing.
Data for the study was obtained through a questionnaire
sent to the field activities and the Bureau of Yards and Docks
Field Engineering Offices listed in Appendix I. Copies of the
questionnaires used are included as Appendices II and III.
Chapter I provides information on the historical develop-
ment of the Navy's family housing program from a small, fragmented
program, to the highly centralized functional program which exists
ii

today. Chapter II contains a description of the present manage-
ment system and the manner in which it is intended to meet the
needs of the Navy's three levels of housing management. In Chap-
ter III an evaluation is made to determine some of the problem
areas facing housing management. Chapter IV focuses upon certain
areas which will require management's attention in the future
in order to provide for improved execution of the family housing
program in the Navy.
The author wishes to express sincere appreciation to
Commander B. F. Burch and Mr. L. P. Lyon of the Office of the
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installation and Logistics)
Family Housing, to Commander H. L. Bowman and Mr. G. T. Korink
and their staffs of the Bureau of Yards and Docks, to the field
activity Public Works Officers, and to the Field Engineering
Offices for their willingness to assist by providing information
and completing the questionnaire upon which this study has been
based. It is hoped that this paper can make a contribution to
the Navy's family housing program and will prove to have been
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THE ORIGIN AND NATURE OF THE NAVY FAMILY
HOUSING PROGRAM
Background
Provision of family housing to members of the United
States Armed Forces was first authorized in 1782, when an act
was passed which specified that a Major General and his family
would be provided with one covered 4-horse wagon and one 2-horse
wagon. The concept of family housing for the military was slow
to develop, however, primarily because the Armed Forces were
small and only a small percentage of the officers and men were
married and needed family housing. By the early 1800' s it became
a general practice to build quarters on-station for the command-
ing officer and a few of the senior officers and top ranking
enlisted men.
The first formal recognition of the need to provide
quarters for the families of Navy men came in 1866, when Secre-
tary of the Navy Gideon Wells issued General Order 75, which
established a quarters allowance in an amount equal to one third
of their pay for officers who were not provided with family
U. S. House of Representatives, Committee on Appro-
priations, Surveys and Investigations Staff, Report on Costs of
Operating and Maintaining Capehart, Wherry, and Other Family
Housing, U. S. Department of Defense
,
January 1961, p~I 3.

2quarters on shore stations. The advent of World War I brought
two more major changes in this regard. First, the allowance
for quarters was extended to married enlisted men for whom on-
station housing was not available. Second, the government, by
legislation enacted on April 16, 1918, accepted the responsi-
bility to provide quarters for the dependents of commissioned
officers.
In accordance with this law, an officer who maintained
a home for a wife, child, or dependent parent was fur-
nished for such dependents the number of rooms provided
by the Act of 1907, or if government quarters were not
available, the commissioned officer was paid commutation
of quarters „ . . This authorization was without regard
to personal quarters furnished him elsewhere—inside or
outside the United States. 2
During the succeeding years, construction of on-station
quarters continued to be sporadic. By 1939, there were only
about 25,000 units of family housing throughout the Armed Forces
The relatively static housing requirement during this period was
occasioned by "
. . .
the relative stability in the level of
military personnel, their longer tenure of assignment at the
installation, and the smaller ratio of married personnel in the
service,
. . .
with less frequent relocation of families. „ . .
These factors permitted an effective programming of appropria-
tions for family quarters."^
The rapid build-up of the military during World War II
saw an increase in the number of family quarters, the majority
o
U. S. Department of Defense, Appendix to the Report
of the Advisory Panel on Military Family Housing Policies and
Practices
,
November 15, 1961, p. E-4.
3 Surveys and Investigations Staff, op. cit.
, p. 9.

3of which were rental quarters of temporary construction author-
ized under the Lanham Act and other emergency legislation. At
the war's end, however, new construction again lagged; and such
funds that were appropriated, were used primarily for construc-
tion of "shell" or quonset-type temporary units or for conversion
of existing temporary quarters into adequate public quarters.
This period of inactivity resulted largely because ".
. .of
the uncertainty of the Nation's long-range military plans, and
partly because of large numbers of temporary World War II assets
that were in existence. "4
Despite the fact that the number of personnel in the
Armed Forces had been sharply reduced at the end of the war, the
demand for family housing exceeded the supply in 1949. This
condition was because of the need to maintain a larger military
force composed of a higher percentage of married men; the neces-
sity for retaining trained and experienced technical personnel;
and the establishment of installations in isolated locations
where adequate community support was not available.^
To meet this unfilled demand for family housing, the
Congress in 1949 authorized the Wherry program. The "Wherry"
Act authorized privately-financed housing projects to be con-
structed on government-owned land, on, or near military
p. C-2.






6Public Law 81-211, enacted August 8, 1949, This act
became known as "The Wherry Act" and housing constructed under
its provisions became known as "Wherry Housing."

installations. The land was leased to the project sponsor who
arranged for a mortgagor corporation to finance, construct, and
operate and maintain the project. The housing units were made
available to military and civilian tenants as designated by the
local base commander on a rental basis.
The Wherry program produced a total of over 83,000 units
in the five year period from 1949 through 1954. Of this total,
15,000 units in 23 locations were constructed in support of the
Navy's requirements.
The importance of military family housing was more fully
recognized in 1950 when President Truman directed the establish-
ment of the Defense Housing Commission to study the problem. As
a result of this study, the Armed Forces Housing Agency was
established to exercise central responsibility for all aspects
of the family housing program, except fiscal. While some prog-
ress was made with the program, the agency was disestablished in
1953 and its functions assigned to the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Properties and Installations). Defense Department
efforts with the program were rewarded in 1954 by passage of a
Department of Defense housing bill, which was the first signifi-
cant appropriated fund housing program. This, and later legis-
lation in 1955, 1956, and 1957 authorized some 32,000 housing
units, of which only about 18,000 were subsequently funded and
built. It should be noted that the funding and construction
7Appendix to the Report of the Advisory Panel , op. cit .
,
P. C-3.




5fell short of authorization because many of the projects were
subjected to lengthy reviews to determine whether they could be
more suitably developed under the newly authorized Capehart
program.
9
Increasing construction costs and Congressional restric-
tions on mortgage procedures brought the Wherry program to a
halt in 1955. Continuing concern that funding would not keep
up with authorizations, however, prompted the Defense Department
to devise a new program for private financing of Military housing,
not beset by some of the defects of the Wherry program. "Speci-
fically, we sought a program under which the mortgages would
cover all construction costs, and ownership of the completed
projects would vest in the military departments." 10
Congress supported the Defense Department program and
enacted the Capehart program11 which contemplated that housing
would be constructed on government-owned land by private con-
tractors who, after competitive bidding, obtained financing
through the proceeds of 100 per cent mortgages insured by the
Federal Housing Administration. After construction was completed,
the capital stock of the mortgagor corporations was delivered to
the sponsoring Military Department which assumed responsibility
for operation and maintenance of the housing as well as amortizing
Q






1;LPublic Law 84-345, enacted August 11, 1955. This act
became known as "The Capehart Act" and the housing constructed
under its provisions became known as "Capehart Housing."

6the mortgage over a 25 year period. The units constructed under
the Capehart program were public quarters, occupied on the basis
of forfeiture of the military members' allowance for quarters.
In addition, because of financial losses by Wherry project owners
and fears that the larger Capehart units would provide competi-
tion for their relatively small units, the Capehart legislation
provided for mandatory acquisition of Wherry projects "at or
near" military installations where Capehart projects were being
built.
The Capehart program produced over 115,000 units of
family housing before it expired in 1962. Additional housing
requirements since 1962 have been financed largely from appro-
priated funds. With the end of both the Wherry and Capehart
programs for financing of family housing, the military family
housing program was left to compete for appropriated fund
dollars along with other military requirements such as weapons
systems and training. While it is recognized that family housing
does contribute to the defense effort, its inability to compete
successfully against weapons systems for funds is resulting in
obstacles in acquiring the additional assets needed to meet re-
maining family housing requirements.
Thus, the world-wide inventory of Department of Defense
family housing grew from about 25,000 units in 1939 to about
335,000 units by June 30, 1960. Of this total, the Navy's share
was over 78,000 units with an annual operation and maintenance




7cost of over $62 million. Management of these family housing
assets, even the Navy's share, is "big business." It is with
the management of the Navy's 78,000 units of family housing
assets that this paper will be concerned.
The Bureau of Yards and Docks,
The Navy's Single Executive
for Family Housing
Prior to 1960, the management of the operations and main-
tenance of family housing within the Navy was under the cognizance
of the individual Management Bureaus and offices. The family
housing was maintained along with other activity real property
with little or no effort to manage the assets on a program basis.
The first efforts directed toward keeping expenditures
on quarters at a reasonable level were expressed by the Secretary
of the Navy when the annual dollar allowances were established
for furniture and furnishings and for the structural features of
officers' quarters. These allowances were intended to preclude
unreasonable expenditures on senior officers' quarters, which had
frequently been demanded by the occupant without regard to prudent
need. Additionally, to keep furniture costs in line, item allow-
ances were established for all public quarters. The Chief,
Bureau of Yards and Docks was designated by the Secretary of the
Navy to administer these allowances.
13An exception to the rule was found in the administra-
tion of rental housing which was under the Bureau of Yards and
Docks, irrespective of the Field Activity's Management Bureau.
Receipts for shelter rent were deposited with the U. S. Treasury,
utilities costs were reimbursed directly by the tenant, and other
maintenance and operation costs were borne by appropriated funds
provided to the Activity by the Bureau of Yards and Docks.

8In line with administering the allowances established
by the Secretary of the Navy and in view of the Bureau of Yards
and Docks' responsibility for providing technical guidance in
the general area of public works and public utilities (facilities)
management, a manual for administration of housing was promul-
gated by the Bureau of Yards and Docks in 1957.14 This manual
contained guidance in the areas of general administration, organ-
ization and staffing, managerial concepts, occupant relations,
and other material to assist the activity in effective management
of the family housing assets.
Technical guidance was promulgated by the Bureau of
Yards and Docks in the form of technical publications on general
maintenance and utilities management. This guidance, while not
directed at family housing in particular, was used by the activ-
ity Public Works Officer in carrying out the overall maintenance
management program.
As mentioned earlier, the Management Bureaus did not
attempt to manage family housing on a program basis. The prac-
tice of "burying" housing operation and maintenance costs in the
much larger general facilities costs was acceptable as long as
the annual expenditure for housing was a relatively small per-
centage of the overall Station Operation and Maintenance Allot-
ment. However, with the increase in family housing inventory
during the 1950' s, housing costs soon became a significant por-
tion of the activity's operation and maintenance expenditure.
14This manual was first issued under the title Housing
Administration, TP-Ad-3, and has since been revised and reissued
under the same title but designated NAVDOCKS P-352.

9Recognizing this growing impact, several Management
Bureaus, led by the Bureau of Yards and Docks and the Bureau of
Naval Weapons, took steps to establish separate budgeting and
cost reporting for family housing. The Bureau of Naval Weapons,
in particular, allotted housing operation and maintenance funds
to the activity in a budget project separate from the general
Station Operation and Maintenance Allotment and required cost
accounting and reporting accordingly. To provide the flexibility
required by the activity, the commanding officer was given author-
ity to reprogram funds between the general Station budget project
and the housing budget project up to five per cent without refer-
ence to the Bureau. In such cases, however, cost and allotment
reports to the Bureau reflected the reprogramming action taken.
While the several Bureaus were taking steps to improve
the management of housing, the Department of Defense continued
to emphasize the need to reorganize and revitalize our military
housing program. The Secretary of the Navy's concern for the
situation was indicated by the Assistant Secretary of the Navy
(Material) when he commented on a proposed centralized organiza-
tion for management of housing within the Navy.
As I, and my predecessors, have discovered, we are in
the unfortunate position of not knowing with any degree
of certitude what our housing assets, if some of our
dwellings can be called assets, are actually costing us
in funds obtained from our general maintenance and oper-
ations appropriations. This is one of the drawbacks of
housing as presently organized . . . [and this drawback]
is particularly important when you realize that dollars
used for this purpose inevitably reduce the dollars
available for military hardware. . . .
In November 1969 and as recently as January 29 of this
year, [1960] Secretary Bryant of DOD [Department of Defense]
called my attention to the strong Congressional interest

10
in the management, maintenance and operation of family
housing. It is my opinion that if the Navy does not
properly and effectively respond to this interest, it
is inevitable that the Department of Defense proposal
[for an Armed Services Housing Corporation] will be
reactivated or we may have unconsidered Congressional
action.
It is obvious that housing is of great interest and
occupies a lot of the time of various Congressmen and
Departmental officials. It is time, therefore, for
housing in the Navy to be properly and efficiently
organized in order to do a commendable job. When this
is accomplished, then housing can be critically evalu-
ated in terms of what should be its equitable share of
the defense dollar and its proper and relative role in
our defense posture as it affects the Navy.
The advantages of such a proposed organization are self-
evident. It will relieve many offices and commands of
collateral responsibilities in an emotional area and
grant them freedom of time for effective work in their
own technical and military areas—which is their prime
mission and reason for existence. This new concept will
establish one spot in the Navy with the authority—and
responsibility—for technical and operating management
of all Navy housing. This means that there will be uni-
form treatment and maintenance of quarters by highly
qualified specialists. Thus, there should be no longer
"fat cats" and "poor cousins" in our widely scattered
facilities, as now obtains under the current management
bureaus.
. . .
This approach will give us also better
cross utilization of all Navy housing and relieve the
bureaus of a parochial view in this matter. And last
but not least it will give us better cost data of what
it is really costing us to operate our housing. . . .
We can no longer afford the dubious luxury of leaving
excellent vacant housing at one activity and poorly
maintained fully occupied housing at another. 15
Effective July 1, 1960, the Secretary of the Navy desig-.
nated the Chief, Bureau of Yards and Docks as "Single Executive"
for the operation and maintenance of all the family housing in
the Navy, exclusive of housing under the management control of
15Statement by the Assistant Secretary of the Navy
(Material) attached as enclosure (1) to letter from Chief,
Bureau of Yards and Docks, to all District Public Works Officers,
etal
.
, May 9, I960.
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the Commandant of the Marine Corps. In implementing this manage-
ment responsibility, the Bureau of Yards and Docks established a
budget format and schedule of accounts for cost reporting that
provided for detailed identification of the costs incurred inci-
dent to operation and maintenance, by types of housing (e.g.,
Wherry, Capehart, other public quarters, rental, and inadequate
public quarters). Steps were taken to segregate and separately
identify all housing facilities, including: the housing units
proper, supporting utilities systems, grounds, parking, streets,
and access roads. This real property was then transferred to a
separate plant account, to be supported by allotment of Bureau
of Yards and Docks funds.
Assignment of this responsibility to the Bureau of Yards
and Docks provided a clear separation of family housing operation
and maintenance from operation and maintenance of the other, more
"mission-oriented" facilities, which would be supported, as be-
fore, by the respective Management Bureau of the activity.
Vertical Organization Extended
In 1961, while the Navy proceeded with implementing its
Single Executive concept for family housing, the Services con-
tinued their clamor for more military family housing. At this
time, however, the Bureau of the Budget, the General Accounting
Office, and the Congress were leveling criticism at the Military
Departments for requesting military housing projects at installa-
tions where the surrounding community could provide adequate
housing support.
In addition, a considerable amount of criticism was aimed

12
at financial management. The primary concern was that, while
the housing inventory had increased substantially since 1950,
housing management had not advanced in proportion. Data requested
at Congressional hearings had not always been available and there
was little centralized guidance on program management by the
Office of the Secretary of Defense or the Military Departments.
The concern of Congress in this matter was manifested by the fact
that the Chairman of the House Committee on Appropriations, on
April 7, 1960, directed that an inquiry be made into the costs of
operating and maintaining Wherry and Capehart family housing units,
The report of the inquiry, submitted in January 1961, dealt in
considerable depth with the broader aspects of operation and main-
tenance of all military family housing. *-"
In response to the criticism levied against the housing
program, on September 23, 1961, the Secretary of Defense estab-
lished the Advisory Panel on Military Family Housing Policies
and Practices. The scope of the Advisory Panel's review covered
the following six phases:
1. Requirements for military family housing.
2. Standards of housing to be provided.
3. Financing of future housing programs.
4. Management of the housing inventory.
5. Organization for housing management.
6. Legislative program for Fiscal Year 1963. 17
^Surveys and Investigations Staff .
17Memorandum from Secretary of Defense to the Service
Secretaries, Joint Chiefs of Staff, etal
.
, September 23, 1961.
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In carrying out its assigned mission, the Advisory Panel
established specific objectives for the family housing program.
These were:
1. To better develop, identify, and defend requirements
.
2„ To provide improved administration, management, and
program control.
3. To provide cost accounting data and fiscal control.
4. To provide adequate and workable financing routes
for a Defense Family Housing program.
5. To achieve more uniform standards in all phases of
the program.
6. To minimize disparity between military family housing
and its civilian counterpart.
7. To prudently utilize available funds and achieve
economies of operation.
8. To produce uniform procedures with respect to manage-
ment, construction, and operations and maintenance.
9. To recognize and accommodate the vital command
1
8
relationship to family housing.
After an intensive reappraisal of the existing policies
and criteria governing military family housing with these objec-
tives in mind, the Advisory Panel, on November 15, 1961, sub-
mitted its recommendations to the Secretary of Defense.
The Panel recommended "an increase in the schedule of
housing allowances (BAQ) (including a new schedule classification
18U. S. Department of Defense, Report of the Advisory
Panel on Military Family Housing Policies and Practices
,
November 15, 1961, p. 8.

14
for officers with three or more dependents)." 19 The Panel also
recommended "adoption of a uniform family housing program within
the three Military Departments." 20 The Panel acknowledged the
success of the Navy's program up to that time and envisioned a
management program patterned after that which existed in the Navy
after July 1960. Such a system would provide valid costing data
needed to respond to Congress as well as for Military management
purposes.
The Panel further recommended "the establishment of a
Defense Housing Management Fund as the financial management
vehicle within which both the financing of construction and oper-
ation and maintenance of family housing will be administered." 21
The Panel observed that a complex pattern of appropriations,
funds and accounts existed to support the housing program; and
that family housing costs were buried in multi-billion dollar
appropriations estimates for military pay, construction and oper-
ation and maintenance. With a single source of funds, budgeting
for housing would identify all funds needed to support the
military housing function.
Finally, the Panel recommended "the establishment within
the Office of the Secretary of Defense of a Military Family
Housing Office responsible for all aspects of the family housing
program and exercising management control over the military









organizational patterns in an attempt to achieve maximum manage-
ment effectiveness and establishment of uniformity of control
and administration of Department of Defense family housing. The
paramount characteristic needed to meet these objectives was con-
sidered to be centralized direction
.
The three organizational proposals considered were: a
Single Operating Housing Agency (such as the Defense Supply
Agency) ; a Single Manager (management of all military housing
assigned to one of the three Military Departments); and a Central-
ized Family Housing Organization.
Exhibit 1 shows the structure of the three organizations
proposed. Exhibit 2 indicates the advantages and disadvantages
of each of the three proposals. It was the conclusion of the
Panel that "both the Single Operating Housing Agency and Single
Manager involved major disadvantages which limit their effective-
ness. While the centralized organization may not provide an
entirely satisfactory solution, it would create an effective
vehicle for achieving efficient program management." Therefore,
the Panel recommended the Centralized Family Housing Organization,
shown as Alternative C on Exhibit 1.
After reviewing the Advisory Panel's recommendations,
the Secretary of Defense took action to establish the Office of
the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installations and
Logistics) Family Housing to provide centralized policy direction
from the Department of Defense level. He then directed that each
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Military Department establish a centralized organization, such
as Alternative C, Exhibit 1, for management of its respective
family housing programs. The Secretary obtained approval from
the Congress for the creation of a Department of Defense Housing
Management Account for control of all funds pertinent to the
Family housing program. This Management Account differed from
the Panel's Management fund, being a consolidation of the monies
that previously appeared in Departmental appropriations into one
overall appropriation, whereas the Panel contemplated a revolving
fund with income accruing outside the appropriation channels.
Finally, the Secretary directed the establishment of a Department
of Defense-wide uniform cost accounting system for the accumula-
tion of operation and maintenance costs which can be clearly
identified on a basis which would permit accurate comparison be-
tween Military Departments,,
Thus, a vertical, functional, organization was established
to provide direction and management control of the family housing
program throughout the Department of Defense.
SUMMARY
With the sizeable increase in family housing inventory
after World War II, management of Military housing had, by
January 1960, become a big business venture. Congress, the
Bureau of the Budget, and the Secretary of Defense insisted that
the costs of operating and maintaining military housing be not
only identified but controlled. The Advisory Panel recommended
and the Secretary of Defense agreed to the establishment of a
centralized organization with which to manage the Military family

19
housing on a program basis. In Chapter II, the Navy's manner of
implementing the Secretary of Defense housing program will be
presented, setting forth a view of the many faceted management




THE NAVY'S HOUSING MANAGEMENT
SYSTEM DEFINED
The overall system which has been established for manage-
ment of family housing in the Navy is structured to support the
two basic functions of acquiring the additional assets needed to
meet the Navy's urgent demand for housing and of operating and
maintaining the assets that exist in inventory,, The function of
acquiring new assets encompasses:
1. Establishment of the military requirement;
2. Determination of construction criteria;
3. Programming for financing of construction;
4. Preparation of engineering plans and specifications;
and
5. Execution of construction.
Lack of adequate numbers of family quarters continues to
be a matter of concern to all levels of command; therefore, the
Navy's system for management of family housing must be configured
to carry out the foregoing functions effectively. The subject of
determination of housing requirements and acquisition of addi-
tional assets is significant enough for a separate thesis and
will not be covered in this paper. The main concern here will
be that aspect of the management system which supports the day-




Specifically, the management system will be defined in terms of:
(1) the organization, (2) the financial management program, (3)
occupancy and utilization, (4) management assistance reviews,
and (5) the occupant relations program.
Organization
A simplified view of the Navy's organization for manage-
ment of family housing in 1961 is shown in Exhibit 3. While
there have been several changes over the past five years, Exhi-
bit 3 remains a practical representation of the Navy's present
housing management organization.
This organization plan generally fulfills the intent of
the centralized type of organization as recommended by the Ad-
24visory Panel. The Marine Corps program, under the direction
of the Commandant, is managed on a centralized basis for both
operations and maintenance effort, and for control of assign-
ments, utilization and requirements programming. The Navy pro-
gram, on the other hand, is not completely centralized, in that
the activity commanding officer must work through the military
command channels of the Naval District Commandant and the Chief
of Naval Operations for assignments, utilization, and require-
ments programming, while funding and management of operation and
maintenance comes from the Bureau of Yards and Docks through the
Field Engineering Offices. It should be noted that Naval Dis-
trict Commandants receive technical support from respective Field
Engineering Offices in the area of requirements, utilization, and
24Report of the Advisory Panel, opcit











assignments; and the Chief of Naval Operations receives similar
support from the Bureau of Yards and Docks, This arrangement
provides the advantages of a centralized organization to the
maximum extent possible, short of complete centralization of
all housing functions,,
It can be observed from Exhibit 3 that, for the purpose
of operation and maintenance management, a centralized organiza-
tion does exist with a direct flow from the Assistant Secretary
of the Navy (Installations and Logistics), to the Bureau of
Yards and Docks, to the Field Engineering Office, and to the
Field Activity.
The Secretariate Level
In the office of the Secretary of the Navy, the manage-
ment of family housing falls principally to the Assistant Secre-
tary of the Navy (Installations and Logistics). For all but
the broadest policy matters, the Assistant Secretary supervises
and coordinates the family housing program. Specific responsi-
bilities include:
(1) Policy and Coordination,, The development and
determination of policy and procedures to provide
guidance, direction and coordination of the efforts
of the Chief of Naval Operations, Commandant of the
Marine Corps, Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks
and Head of Offices of the Naval Establishment to
obtain required uniformity respecting the programming,
site location, acquisition, development, management,
utilization and disposition of family housing and
associated personal property and facilities.
(2) Executive Liaison. The maintenance of execu-
tive liaison with the Congress, [and] the Office of the
Secretary of the Defense, . . .
(3) Requirements. The approval of military and
civilian housing requirements, [and] projects for
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accommodating housing requirements through assistance
programs ....
(4) Construction. The approval of proposed family
housing construction programs, projects and site loca-
tions recommended by the Chief of Naval Operations or
the Commandant of the Marine Corps.
(5) Legislation. Authorization of Naval sponsorship
of housing legislation . . . and associated matters. 25
Thus, the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations
and Logistics) is primarily concerned with housing requirements,
developing support needed to fulfill requirements, and with the
family housing construction program. Management control over
operation and maintenance of the Department of the Navy family
housing (excluding housing at Marine Corps supported installa-
tions) is delegated to the Chief, Bureau of Yards and Docks.
Figure 1 shows the relationship between the Assistant Secretary
of the Navy (Installations and Logistics) and the Chief of the




Figure 1.—Housing Management2 "
25U. S. Department of the Navy, Bureau of Yards and Docks,






Housing Organization at the Bureau
of Yards and Docks Level
Specific responsibilities delegated to the Chief of the
Bureau of Yards and Docks include:
(1) Executes or establishes: design, planning,
standards, procurement, construction, cost estimates
and inspection
. . .
for provision „ . . of family
housing ....
(2) Administers relations with the Federal Housing
Administration, mortgagees, private management and
others with respect to Title VIII [of the National
Housing Act, which includes military family housing
provided through the use of private financing arrange-
ments such as Wherry and Capehart Housing]
. „ . fandl
other housing programs, projects and operations.
(3) . . . Establishes and administers: standards
of maintenance and operation; the Secretarial expendi-
ture limitations
. . .
the allowances of household
equipment, furniture, and furnishings, for family hous-
ing; and projects involving major renovation, alter-
ation, and improvement of family housing, . . .




(5) Devises reporting systems ... on the status,
progress, and cost of housing facilities and programs,
• . •
(6) Develops procedures and controls which will
assure
. . .
application of sound economic and engineer-
ing principles in managing . . . family housing.
(7) Maintains plant account for . . . Navy family
housing.
(8) Maintains continuous surveillance and planning
studies to improve the quality and management pro-
ficiency of family housing . . . operations.
(9) Performs periodic inspections with respect to
the efficiency, economy, and effectiveness of manage-
ment and maintenance of family housing .... [This
service is also provided to Marine Corps managed
activities.]
(10) Provides staff support and acts as technical
advisor to the Assistant Secretary of the Navy (I&L)





leases for family housing
(12) Compiles and analyzes recommended housing
requirements;
. . .
supplies the Chief of Naval Opera-
tions with a summary of recommendations
. . .
as a
basis for the annual . . . construction programs. 27
To carry out these responsibilities at the Bureau level,
the organization shown on Figure 2 has been established.
CHIEF, BUDOCKS








Figure 2.— Family housing management structure within
Bureau of Yards and Docks. Full relationship for the construc-
tion side of the program is not shown.
Organized under the Assistant Chief for Family Housing,
are three operating divisions. The Housing Planning and Evalua-
tion Division works horizontally at the Bureau level and verti-
cally within the Navy Department and the Department of Defense
to formulate and promulgate general policies, procedures and
guides. The Division provides for continuing and undivided
27 Ibid., p. 4-1 and 4-2
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attention to planning, progressing, evaluating, and achieving
Navy objectives on a program-wide basis. The Housing Operations
Division works vertically among the Bureau, the Office of the
Secretary of Defense, the Bureau of the Budget, and the field
in administering existing family housing assets. This Division
is concerned with executing and appraising actual management
operations in the field,, The Housing Development Division is
concerned with development and execution of the family housing
construction program.
Each Division represents line responsibility for distinct
types of workload. This distribution of functions frees person-
nel who are concerned with field operations from the time-consum-
ing liaison, studies, and discussions which go into formulation
of general policy, while at the same time it provides "for con-
tinuing responsibility and attention to the development of
management studies, aids, and techniques to improve the super-
28
vision of management at the successive levels."
Housing Organization at the Field
Engineering Office Level
The Field Engineering Officers represent and act "for
the Chief of the Bureau of Yards and Docks in the management of
family housing. "** The general relationships between commands
in the field are shown on Figure 3. Occupying the position of
"middle management," the Field Engineering Office, through its
28Policy brief attached as enclosure (3) to letter
from Chief, Bureau of Yards and Docks to all District Public
Works Officers, May 9, I960.
29Housing Administration, op. cit
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Figure 3.—Relationship between Commands, "
aThere are 16 Field Engineering Offices which include
the District Public Works Offices, Area Public Works Offices,
and the Bureau of Yards and Docks Field Divisions.
Housing Division, furnishes technical and management guidance
and direction to the activity commanding officers in the over-
all administration of the family housing program. Commencing
in Fiscal Year 1965, the Field Engineering Offices also assumed
full responsibility for administration of funding the operation
and maintenance monies to their Field Activities. Additional
responsibilities include:
(1) Review of housing operations to ensure con-
formance with established policies, directives, regula-
tions and Bureau-established funding limitations.
(2) Guide and assist activities in developing,




procedures for the management, operation and maintenance
of Navy family housing.
(3) Review and comment, with appropriate recommenda-
tions, on activity budget requests.
(4) Establish rental and utility rates and related
charges for rental housing facilities.
(5) Review, comment and provide recommendations on
cost estimates and the technical and economic propriety
of proposed special projects involving the major repair,
alteration,
. . „ and . . . improvement of . . . housing
(6) Redistribution of excess family housing furni-
ture and collateral equipment within the district or
area. 31
Housing Organization at the
Field Activity Level
The organization at the Field Activity level varies from
activity to activity, depending upon the number, type and dis-
persion of the family quarters available for assignment and
occupancy. The Bureau has established basic guidelines for
staffing of small, medium and large activities. ^ In a small
activity, housing management functions can normally be performed
on a part-time basis. At a large activity, there will be need
for a supervisory housing project manager, several management
aides, as well as a clerical staff, all of whom would be organ-
ized generally in the pattern indicated on Figure 4.
A number of specific responsibilities are assigned to the
Commanding Officer and his staff. The station responsibilities
31 Ibid.
3
^xhe guidelines refer to the number of family housing
units at an activity; forty or less units is a small activity,
between forty and five hundred is a medium activity and over
five hundred is a large activity.
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can be summarized briefly as the efficient management of avail-
















Figure 4,—Family Housing Organization at the Field
Activity.
"Coordination of BAQ forfeiture.
Financial Management Program
Financial management—the control of available dollar re-
sources— is one of the most powerful aids at the disposal of the
housing management staff. The program for financial management
is comprised of the three basic functions of planning, budgeting,
and cost control.






The major costs involved in a family housing project
result from the need for maintenance and repair of real property,
maintenance of grounds and ground structures, and from utilities
consumption.
The Navy's policy is to maintain its family housing
facilities at "a level which will provide an adequate home for
the occupants
. . .
at the lowest possible cost which is con-
sistent with the preservation of plant investment for the antici-
pated economical life
. .
and requirement for the facility."
(Underlining mine.) To achieve this standard as uniformly as
possible, the Bureau of Yards and Docks has established a basic
set of maintenance criteria for the guidance of the field. In
addition, to provide an effective means of programming for the
funds needed to support a minimum standard of maintenance, field
activities are enjoined to establish a sound long range main-
tenance plan and a comprehensive short term maintenance plan for
each dwelling unit in their inventories. Besides the criteria
mentioned, maintenance planning must give consideration to the
following factors:
(1) Age and Type of Construction. A maintenance
plan
. . .
shall be developed specifically for the
remaining useful life of each
. .
. unit and shall




such as the roof ....
In no case shall major repair
. . .
costs be incurred
which are inconsistent with the economic life of the
unit or its major components.
(2) Anticipated Use Period. Irrespective of the






repair costs shall be consistent with the anticipated
use of the structure . . . as projected by the assigned
mission and task of the activity . . . .
(3) Basic Considerations. The maintenance plan . . ,
shall ensure the protection of the government's invest-
ment in the facilities involved. Expenditure of main-
tenance funds solely on the basis of the rank or billet
of the occupant . . . is „ . . prohibited. 35
The objective of the maintenance plan is to identify and
summarize the true and essential dollar support required to pro-
vide decent family housing consistent with the unexpired life of
the facility. Utilization of performance standards developed by
industrial engineering techniques to arrive at the dollars re-
quired to carry out the work makes the maintenance plan a
valuable tool for both management and budgeting. An example
of a typical long range maintenance plan covering a period of
fifteen years is shown on Exhibit 4.
In addition to sound maintenance planning, it is neces-
sary to plan for utilities costs; this is best accomplished
through an aggressive conservation program and by establishing
targets for utilities consumption.
The Budget Process
Budgeting for the operation and maintenance of family
housing is an annual function and as such comes under close scru-
tiny of the Secretary of Defense, the Bureau of the Budget, the
President, and the Congress. The Bureau of Yards and Docks has
a policy of decentralized budget preparation, review, and execu-





































Interior Painting CO I XI I XI I XI
Refinish Wood Floors CO I XI XI
Asphalt Tile Replacement CO I I XI
Hot Water Heater Replacement CO I I XI
Exterior Caulking CO XI XI
Exterior Painting CO XI XI
Roof Replacement CO I XI
Point Exterior Brickwork
Furnace (Overhaul or Replacement)
CODING: I = Inspection, X = Scheduled for Accomplishment, C = Change of Occupancy, O = Accomplishment.

34
With decentralization of the
. „ . housing budget
programs „ . . in 1965 . . FEOs [Field Engineering
Offices] will receive funds and overall policy
guidance from the Bureau „ FEOs will be the point
of contact for all field activities; FEOs will call
for and analyze field budget estimates, determine
and assign Annual Planning Figures, allot funds and
effect funding adjustments at their discretion in
response to field activity requests. 36
While there have been a number of changes since Fiscal
Year 1961, the budget format has been essentially the same as
that shown on Exhibit 5. The principle feature of this budget
presentation is the breakdown of operations and maintenance
into the specific types of effort that are categorized by the
four-digit "budget line code" classifications shown in column 1.37
There are several other important features of the budget format.
It includes a report of past year's obligations (for the fiscal
year during which the estimate is prepared) based upon an
approximate nine month period and a projection of estimated
obligations for the final quarter. The section for current year
cost element provides for a detail of the costs to be expected
during the following fiscal year by budget line code broken down
further by the manner in which the costs will be incurred (e.g.,
labor, material^ or contract). Columns 12 and 13 provide space
for the Field Engineering Office budget review markup by line
code.
**"U. S. Department of the Navy, Bureau of Yards and




These housing budget line code classifications do not
coincide directly with the Navy expenditure account number (EAN)
system. Some line codes require subdividing a given EAN through
the use of job orders, and other line codes require grouping of




ANNUAL BUDGET ESTIMATE FOR MAINTENANCE AND OPERATIONS OF FAMILY HOUSING
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REPORT BUDOCKS 71 10-
TO: CHIEF, BUREAU OF YARDS AND DOCKS
COST CLASSIFICATION
1100, 1200, 1300 & 1400)
ADMINISTRATION (Total)
CATEGORY OF HOUSING (Check only
PAST YEAR'S
CURRENT YEAR COST ELEMENT
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HAVOOCKS 275S (REV. 1-64 > Exhibit 5 (continued) 36
SUPPORTING STATISTICAL DATA
IQ 1Q
BUDGET YEAR SUMMARY OF 6U0GET ESTIMATE BY OBJECT CLASSIFICATION
1 TEM
OBJECT CLASSIFICATION PAST CURRENT YEAR 19 BUDGET
REVENUE AND BAQ FORFE ITURE: Do lion
10 - PERSONAL SERVICES AND BENEFITS (Total)
Dalian Dollar. Dollar.
II - PERSONNEL COMPENSATION
12 - PERSONNEL BENEFITS
13 - BENEFITS FOR FORMER PERSONNEL
20 - CONTRACTUAL SERVICES AND SUPPLIES (Total)TOTAL E
PROFIT C 21 - TRAVEL AND TRANSPORTATION OF PERSONS
22 - TRANSPORTATION OF THINGS
COST PER UNIT PER MONTH 23 - RENT, COMMUNICATIONS. AND UTILITIES
24 - PRINTING AND REPRODUCTION
FAMILY HOUSING UNITS
25 - OTHER SERVICESPAST YEAR CURRENT YEAR BUDGET YEAR
26 - SUPPLIES AND MATERIALS








UIO for 31 December) 31 - EQUIPMENT
D CHANGES IN NUMBER OF UNITS
ALF OF YEAR i IIIIIIIIII 32 - LANDS AND STRUCTURES33 - INVESTMENTS AND LOANS
lllffll W - GRANTS AND FIXED CHARGES (Total)
ft) FII&NICHFn
41 - GRANTS. SUBSIDIES, ft CONTRIBUTIONS
42 - INSURANCE CLAIMS. 81 INDEMNITIES
43 - INTEREST AND DIVIDENDS
44 - REFUNDS
S OCCUPIED TOTAL - ALL OBJECT CLASSIFICATION
MANPOWER SUMMARY
, TEM
PAST BUDGET YEAR 19
YEARS LA60R COST YEARS LABOR COST YEARS LABOR COST
TOTAL GRADED AND GRADED TYPES
Dollar, Bo 1 lor. D.ll.r.
TOTAL UNGRADED
NO. UNUSED/ABANDONED UNITS B. UNGRADED
NON-CITIZENS: A. GRADED
AREA OF GROUNDS (Acres) B. UNGRADED
CONTRACT LABOR
PAVED AREAS (Sq. Ft . )
OVERTIME (Included in entries above) ( ) , ) | ) ( ) , | 1 )
BACKLOG ESSENTIAL MAINTENANCE:
MILITARY PERSONNEL PERFORMING PW FUNCTIONS
I R PROJECTS 5
ND 4. EQUAL THE AMOUNT SHOWN ON LINE 1? ( ) YES
/
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At the bottom of Sheet 1, provision is made for the
activity to indicate in the quarterly schedule the time when
funds will be required in each of three budget projects: (1)
reimbursement, (2) operations, and (3) maintenance. This allows
for an obligation-rate other than straight-line, as may be re-
quired due to seasonal variations in utilities consumption and
changes in occupancy, with the attending maintenance efforts.
Sheet 2 provides for a recapitulation of estimates for
the past and current years as well as a statement of budget year
estimates in terms of "object classifications" as required by
Congress. Sheet 2 also provides space to indicate detailed in-
formation on changes of occupancy for the past, current, and
budget year—the number of changes of occupancy being one of the
principle indicators of the amount of maintenance effort that is
required in a given fiscal year.
Finally, sheet 2 of the budget form provides for a repre-
sentation of the private enterprise type profit and loss state-
ment by tabulating the total expected income from shelter rents,
utilities charges, furniture rentals, and basic allowance for
quarters forfeitures for comparison with the total expected oper-
ation and maintenance expenses for the period. This statement
is particularly significant for substandard quarters, since an
indication of loss would be cause to deactivate and dispose of
quarters in this category.
Inasmuch as costs of operating and maintaining family
housing are closely related to the type, size, and age of the
quarters, the Navy housing assets have been divided into five
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categories, as indicated on Exhibit 6, for the purpose of budget-
ing, cost, and other statistical reporting. The budget call
requires a separate budget form be submitted for each category
as well as a summary showing overall activity totals for all
categories of housing supported.
Activity budgets are prepared using known maintenance
backlog information, estimated changes of occupancy, projected
utilities and other services consumption data, and a tentative
annual planning figure as provided by the Field Engineering
Office. After reviewing and marking up the activity budgets,
the Field Engineering Office prepares a consolidated budget for
presentation to the Bureau of Yards and Docks. The Bureau then
reviews and consolidates the Field Engineering Office submittals
into an overall Navy fund requirement for processing through
channels to support appropriations action by Congress. The
Bureau representatives present and defend this housing budget
in the Office of the Secretary of Defense and Bureau of the
Budget reviews.
In budget execution, funds are suballocated to the Field
Engineering Offices by budget project for operation, maintenance,
and reimbursibles. ° The Field Engineering Office allots funds
to the activities in these same budget projects. In executing
the budget, an activity has no authority to transfer funds between
budget projects without prior approval of the Field Engineering
•^Income from utilities charges in rental quarters may
be used to finance the cost of utilities services as well as
maintenance of utility distribution systems. This financing-




Office. While no direct control exists to require expenditure
of funds in a manner consistent with the budget line code sub-
mittal (or as programmed by category) , the activity is expected
to use its funds to support the functions for which they were
budgeted. Actual use of funds is monitored by the cost reports
discussed in the next section.
Cost Control and Standards
In the budget execution stage of any program, objectives
are accomplished by the use of human and other resources through
39the following three steps:
1. Ordering or contracting for resources.
2. Fulfilling contractural terms.
a. Receiving resources.
b. Paying for resources.
3. Using resources needed.
The variety of data required by the several levels of
management has led to the establishment of the following bases
for reporting progress
— (1) obligation, (2) expenditure, and
(3) cost.
1. Obligation Basis. — Since the first step
committing the government occurs when a contract or
order is placed with a supplier, control is needed
at this point.
. . . From a control standpoint, there-
fore, appropriations should be on an obligation basis.
2. Expenditure Basis. —Expenditures measure ful-
fillment of contractural terms. Under the cash system,
they represent payments made; under an accrual system,
Q Qo:7E. Reese Harrill, "A Unified System of Governmental
Accounts," The Federal Accountant
,




they represent the emergence of definite liabilities
for goods and services received.
. . .
3. Cost Basis.—Costs accrue as resources are
used in performing a task, producing a product or
providing a service. The cost basis measures resources
used and thus provides" the best means of measuring pro-
gram progress" If all of the materials and supplies for
a building, For example, had been ordered, delivered
and paid for, but none had yet been used, construction
would not have advanced physically. The expenditure
basis of maintaining program accounts would, under these
conditions, indicate substantial progress while the cost
basis would accurately reflect the fact that, none of




It can be seen here that cost accounting is highly
regarded as a basis for reporting program progress.
The Cost Control System .—The need for accumulating cost
information as a means of controlling government operations was
re-emphasized by the reports of both Hoover Commissions. As
indicated in Chapter I, one of the principle findings of the
Advisory Panel was the fact that a uniform system of cost account-
ing did not exist in the three Military Departments. Lack of
such a system made comparison of the performance of the Military
Departments impossible. Accordingly, the Assistant Secretary of
Defense (Installations and Logistics) appointed two task forces:
one, to develop a set of cost criteria which would reflect the
total cost of operating and maintaining all military family
housing, ^ and the second, to develop proposed changes to the
40*uIbid
., p. 6-7.
41U. S. Department of Defense, Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Installations and Logistics), Family Housing
Task Force Report on Uniform Cost Criteria
,
February^ 1962, p^ 1.
The discussions of the concept of total cost involved considera-
tion of various kinds of primary or direct costs and various kinds
of secondary or indirect costs. Primary costs (susceptible of
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respective Departmental accounting systems that would provide
for accumulation of costs on a uniform basis and facilitate
42
valid comparisons of performance.
The resulting uniform cost accounting system for family
housing was implemented by the Military Departments for Fiscal
Year 1963, ^ but was later revised and simplified to the present
form for Fiscal Year 1965. The Navy cost system presently re-
quires field activity collection of cost information in the
classifications as shown on Exhibit 7 for each of the five cate-
gories of housing supported, as well as non-category costs.
Activities must report accrued costs on a quarterly basis, and
the Bureau submits a consolidated report to the Office of the
Secretary of Defense semi-annually. Since the Navy's accounting
immediate and specific identification) can be related directly
to the function of operation and maintenance of the family hous-
ing program. Secondary costs, being difficult to identify and
subject to manipulation, were not considered valid costs unless
specifically identifiable with the individual program of activity
(Example: Added increment of a fire department, organized for
the specific purpose of supporting housing).
42U. S. Department of Defense, Office of the Assistant
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller) , Family Housing Task Force
Report on Uniform Cost Accounting
,
March 1962, pZ 1.
^Memorandum from Assistant Secretary of Defense (Comp-
troller) to the Service Secretaries (Financial Management)
,
March 17, 1962.
44U. S. Department of Defense, POD INSTRUCTION 7220.16
,




^Non-category costs are those incurred in: (1) out-
fitting and handling furniture and equipment provided to person-
nel occupying housing overseas on a private rental basis; (2)
operating and maintaining trailer sites; and (3) other costs,
chargeable to operation and maintenance of family housing, but
not applicable to any of the five categories.

HAVCOMPT FORM 2100 (REV. 7-64)
Exhibit 7
FAMILY HOUSING OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COST REPORT
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HAVCOMPT 1 1 101—1
3— 'aw— n— D— n— n— mmm
LINE COST CLASSIF ICAT ION CIVILIAN LABOR MATER, A L OTHER TOTAL FUNDED COSTS Ml LITARY LABOR TOTAL COSTS UNITS OF MEASURE NUMBER OF UNITS UNIT COST
l HOUSING PROCURED FROM NON-DOD SOURCES
la LEASED HOUSING (Private, FHA and VA) NO. DWELLING UNITS
lb OTHER GOVERNMENT AGENCIES NO. DWELLING UNITS
2 ADMINISTRATION
3 SERVICES
3 a REFUSE COLLECTION ANO DISPOSAL CUBIC YAROS
3b FIRE PROTECTION NO. FIREFIGHTERS




4 a ELECTRICITY KWH (ThoUS.)
4b GAS CUBIC FEET (Thoas. )
4c FUEL OIL GALLONS (Thoas. )
4d WATER GALLONS (Thous.)
4e SEWAGE GALLONS (Thoas.)
4( OTHER UTILITIES AND FUEL
5 FURNITURE AND FURNISHINGS
5.) MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR
5b MOVING ANO HANOLING
5c INITIAL OUTFITTING AND REPLACEMENT
TOTAL OPERATIOH COSTS
e DWELLINGS
6a STRUCTURE. EXTERIOR SQUARE FT. (Tkous. j
6b STRUCTURE, INTERIOR SQUARE FT. (Thous. )
g
6c PAINTING. EXTERIOR SQUARES
1 6d PAINTING. INTERIOR : . Afi|
P 6* INTERIOR UTILITIES
5 6f M0VA8LE EQUIPMENT. MAINTENANCE ANO REPAIR
~ 6g MOVABLE EQUIPMENT, REPLACEMENT
* 7 OTHER REAL PROPERTY
£ 7-! EXTERIOR UTILITIES
7b GROUNDS .-,. ,-
E 7c SURFACED AREAS SQUARE YDS (Thou*. )
"' OTHER
8 ALTERATIONS AND ADDITIONS
TOTAL MAIHTEHAHCE COSTS
TOTAL OPERATIOH AHD MAIHTEHAHCE COSTS
i '
!
. rii-.'.T :, MAINTENANCE COSTS TO CURRENT FISCAL YEAR
ALLOTMENT OBLIGATIONS
OPERATION MAINTENANCE
I. TOTAL FUNDED COSTS (NAVCOMPT FORM 2100 REPORTS)
2. PLUS' UNDELIVERED ORDERS (END OF PERIOD) CURRENT FISCAL YEAR FUNDS
3. MINUS: CHANGES IN UNDELIVERED ORDERS - PRIOR FISCAL YEAR FUNDS
4. OBLIGATION ADJUSTMENTS • (INCREASE) OR DECREASE. TO PRIOR F.Y. FUNDS OBLIGATIONS
5. EQUAL: TOTAL OPERAT 1 ON/MA | NTENANCE OBLIGATIONS REPORTED ON NAVCOMPT FORM 2025
CURRENT FISCAL YEAR FUNDS
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system makes no provision for obtaining accrued costs directly,
field activities must obtain these by estimating the adjustments
to be applied to cost records for material or contract effort
costed and not yet placed, or placed and not yet costed
Use of Standard Costs .—Once a uniform system of cost
collection and reporting was implemented, the next step was to
analyze the information collected and to develop standards with
which to measure the performance of management at all levels of
each Military Department. To do this, a cost study was conducted
by the Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (In-
stallations and Logistics) Family Housing.
This study employed a statistical method known as Fre-
quency Distribution Analysis, which groups cost data according
to range and estimates of the mean and standard deviation from
the mean. The sample included data from 40 Army, 60 Navy, and
60 Air Force installations selected at random except that the
number from each Department was chosen to provide for the best
possible mix of housing categories. "
The cost standards developed by this study are shown on
Exhibit 8. The Office of the Secretary of Defense labeled these
cost standards acceptable cost ranges,,
» © o To provide targets or bench marks for evaluating
efficiency of performance
. . .
for giving priority to
the investigational effort and . . . corrective action,
a « a
[Having been] developed on the basis of historical
costs, modified ... by industrial engineering
46Personal interview with CDR B. F. Burch, CEC, USN,
Office of the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (Installa-
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techniques and engineered judgment factors, „ . . (these
standards] share the potential failings of any standard
developed on this basis; and while they are intended to
be a management tool, they should not be the sole basis
for budgeting in that consideration should be given to
the important variables involved at each installation.
^
7
To further increase the usefulness of the standard cost
information to the field activity manager, the Bureau of Yards
and Docks has instituted the following three part program for
family housing cost analysis:
First, with the assistance of the Field Engineering
Offices, engineered annual cost targets are determined individ-
ually for each field activity <, "Targets will be established on
a unit cost basis at the cost sub-category level; e.g., interior
painting, refuse collection, electrical utility costs, "^^ as
shown on the family housing cost report. The Department of
Defense acceptable annual cost ranges are to be used as a refer-
ence point against which the computed cost target can be checked.
Second, Field Engineering Office analyzes activity cost
reports. "The ultimate objective of the Bureau of Yards and
Docks 'Data Bank' system . . „ is to have „ . 8 field activity
budget information in „ „ . Budget Line Code detail, . . . [in-
including] the engineered cost target determinations .... Quar-
terly cost information from the
. . .
Cost Report „ . . will
then be compared with this budget data and the activity obliga-




^'Memorandum from Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense
(Installations and Logistics) Family Housing to the Service
Secretaries (Installations and Logistics), September 16, 1964.
U. S. Department of the Navy, Bureau of Yards and
Docks, BUDOCKS NOTICE 11101, December 4, 1964.

47
variances in excess of fifteen per cent from the field activity
obligation plan will be . . . provided to the responsible Field
Engineering Office for continuing management action. "49
Third, corrective action for cost variances is initiated.
The Field Engineering Office inaugurates timely and effective
management action ranging from "an informal discussion of the
causative factors with field personnel to a complete engineering
study of a field activity function or group of functions in order
to develop broad corrective procedures or policy changes."
Occupancy and Utilization
A consideration of the factors of occupancy and utiliza-
tion basically involves examining the efforts of management to
ensure: (1) a minimum practicable number of days during which
quarters are held vacant between occupants through timely accom-
plishment of necessary repairs plus effective assignment proce-
dures; and (2) that quarters assignments are consistent with the
category of personnel for whom built or any subsequent redesig-
nation.
Coordination of Assignments
The two principle reasons for the continuing effort to
reduce vacancy losses to a minimum are that unoccupied quarters
"represent a loss to the government in revenue from quarters
allowance checkage or rental charges and a loss to the prospective
49 Ibid. Note that, due to non-availability of computer
time, exception reports will not be provided until some time in
Fiscal Year 1966; therefore, FEOs must analyze the reports on a




occupant in terms of beneficial use."^ Since most field activi-
ties have fewer quarters than eligible assigned personnel, the
normal assignment situation involves selecting a prospective
occupant from the "housing waiting list." Therefore, the assign-
ment task becomes one of (1) notifying the prospective occupant
far enough in advance to permit him to arrange for an orderly
move-in; (2) conducting an inspection of the quarters before
they are vacant to define the scope of rehabilitation work to
be performed; and (3) timely prosecution of rehabilitation work
which must be accomplished while the quarters are vacant. Mini-
mizing the vacancy losses demands a close coordination of the
assignment, inspection and maintenance efforts.
Vacancy rate, or its complement utilization rate, is one
of the principle indicators by which the Secretary of Defense
monitors the Military Departmental family housing programs.
Utilization rate standards of 93 per cent for sub-standard quar-
ters and 98 per cent for all other quarters demand that most
activities use 95 per cent and 99 per cent as targets in order
that the standards may be achieved on a Navy-wide basis. ^2
The occupancy rate is monitored within the Navy by means
of a quarterly report as shown on Exhibit 9, which is required of
activities for each category of housing. When activity reports
are received at the Field Engineering Office level, the data is
verified and transcribed into a punched paper tape for direct use
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Family housing in the Navy has, for the most part, been
programmed and constructed for occupancy by specific categories
of officers or for enlisted men. Upon completion, the quarters
are given a specific designation, such as enlisted, junior
officer (Ensign - Lieutenant), senior officer (Lieutenant Comman-
der - Commander), Captain, or Flag, which is consistent with the
category of personnel for whom it was programmed. After being
designated for a specific category of of f icer (or enlisted man),
a quarters may not be assigned to an officer more than one grade
senior or junior to the grade for whom it is designated.
The basic concern is that requirements for quarters must
not be misrepresented and that an equitable assignment policy
be maintained. Unusual cases, where there is a surplus over re-
quirements in one category and an unfilled requirement in another,
may justify obtaining approval for quarters redesignation. The
matter of utilization of both the quarters and the furniture and
equipment is monitored by a semiannual report as shown on
Exhibit 10.
Management Assistance Reviews
Field Engineering Offices are assigned responsibility
for conducting annual family housing management assistance re-
views at the activities under their cognizance. These reviews
provide the activity commanding officer with consultative service
in the form of a thorough-going appraisal of his family housing
management function. The twofold purpose of the review is:
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objectives of the Department of the Navy with respect
to the management, maintenance and operation of family
housing, and
(2) To ensure compliance with applicable policies,
directives and procedures. ^3
In fulfilling its purpose, the review comprehends every
significant facet of family housing management, including inven-
tory, reports, organization and staffing, utilization, operation,
maintenance, repairs and improvements, budget preparation and
financial management. Field Engineering Offices are enjoined to
work closely with Navy Area Audit teams to insure that the re-
views do not infringe on the Navy Area Audit Office responsibility
for detailed financial audit. Where possible, reviews and audits
should be complementary, with a full exchange of pertinent
information.
Occupant Relations Program
The aspect of family housing management which is tinged
with emotion is the occupant relations program—occupant main-
tenance and care of the quarters, and the community spirit of
the housing project. To be successful, the program requires the
support and leadership of the command, since one of its primary
facets is the morale of the occupants, both singly and as a group.
Management must be exercised with tact, and, on occasion, with
the "wisdom of Solomon." The command strives to engender within
each occupant a spirit of the "prudent home owner"—the desire
to take the same care of his quarters as he would if he were the
owner.





Under this program, the new occupant is provided with
instructions setting forth his responsibilities for the care and
maintenance of his quarters including the immediate grounds,
helpful hints on how to carry out these responsibilities, notice
of special tools and equipment for grounds or home care that may
be available to him on a loan basis; and finally, information on
incentive programs that may be in effect, such as "yard-of -the-
month" or other indications of community-command interest.
SUMMARY
This chapter has set forth, in detail, the significant
functional areas that comprise the Navy's family housing manage-
ment system. To manage the operation and maintenance of the
housing program, a vertical organization has been set up, with
policy formulation and direction as well as funding support
originating with the Secretary of Defense and flowing down to
the activity level management staffs.
During the past five years a system of budgets, costing,
and utilization monitoring procedures has been established for
the management of Navy family housing. The principle aims of
this system are to reduce the emotional aspects involved in hous-
ing management, and to place family housing management on a more
efficient basis. In Chapter III, this system will be evaluated
to determine its effectiveness as an aid for family housing




EVALUATION OF THE NAVY'S FAMILY
HOUSING MANAGEMENT SYSTEM
Organization
Organizing may be viewed as a process of establishing
the structure, procedures and resource requirements appropriate
to a course of action selected by management in carrying out a
mission. The process of establishing the structure and proce-
dures involves developing an organizational blueprint (e.g.,
the relationships between the several components) and prescrib-
ing ways of performing tasks to meet the desired objectives.
Determining the resources required and allocating these resources
are, generally, steps which follow the establishment of struc-
ture and procedures, and involve filling in the details of the
blueprint.
Locken and Strong have identified four principles under-
lying the structural aspects of organization: "(1) unity of
command, (2) span of control, (3) homogeneous assignment, and
(4) delegation of responsibility with requisite authority.
"
54
Unity of command means that the ultimate responsibility
for and control of all actions directed toward the objective
54Robert D. Locken, Earl P. Strong, Supervision in
Business and Industry
,
(New York: Funk & Wagnalls Company, Copy-




of the organization are vested in one individual at each level
of the organization. Span of control, or span of management,
is a term applied to the relationships between a manager and the
individuals reponsible to him for specific duties. Since per-
sonal contacts burden a manager's time, there is a practical
limit to the number of people that one manager can supervise.
Homogeneous assignment implies grouping of functional assign-
ments according to the closeness of their relation to one another.
Assignment of responsibility with requisite authority involves
assigning a task to an individual who is held responsible for
carrying it out and who, in turn, is delegated the necessary
authority to accomplish it.
While these principles are not hard and fast rules to
be applied in all situations with equal emphasis, their applica-
tion, in most cases, is the key to developing a strong and work-
able organization.
In implementing the centralized organization for manage-
ment of family housing, consideration was given by the Navy to
the aforementioned principles of organization. However, exist-
ence of the Navy's system of Management Bureaus ruled out com-
plete compliance with the unity of command principle. Less than
complete observance of the unity of command principle is particu-
larly evident at the field activity level, where the commanding
officer now finds himself in the position of receiving direction
from his Command Management Bureau in matters related to his
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command mission, and from the Chief, Bureau of Yards and Docks, in
matters related to family housing operation and maintenance. ^
The commanding officer's plight is somewhat akin to
that of the factory worker who is exposed to the Taylor plan.
Named after Frederick W Taylor, the "Father of Scientific Manage-
ment," this plan recommended a form of functional supervision as
follows:
Throughout the whole field of management the military
type of organization should be abandoned, and what may
be called the "functional type" substituted in its
place. ... If practicable the work of each man of
management should be confined to the performance of a
single leading function. 5°
Commenting on functionalization versus the unity of
command principle, Henry Albers observed:
Under the Taylor plan, workers were subject to the dic-
tates of as many as five foremen on different functional
matters. Such a differentiation of managerial responsi-
bility may not cause serious difficulties if coordination




Albers identifies the key element of success in a functional
foremanship situation as coordination at a level not too far
removed from the functional foreman. Considering that the Field
Engineering Offices are, for practical purposes, extensions of
Implementation of Recommendation No. 76 of Review of
Management of the Department of the Navy, NAVEXOS P-2426B
,
December 15, 1962, "The Dillon Report," has since placed the
maintenance of all real property, utilities operation, and
maintenance and operation of transportation equipment within
the Navy under the management control of the Chief, Bureau of
Yards and Docks.
^Frederick W. Taylor, Shop Management
,
(New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1911), p. 99.
•^Henry H. Albers, Organized Executive Action
,
(New York:
John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1962), p. 98.
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the Bureau of Yards and Docks coordination of the functional
management takes place at the second level above the activity,
e.g., the level just above the Management Bureau.
Since responsibility and authority relationships are
relatively clear-cut and the organization is functioning effec-
tively, the unity of command principle has been observed to the
extent necessary.
The principle advantage that can be claimed by the
present organization is that, at the activity level, family
housing operation and maintenance requirements are no longer
competing for funds with mission-oriented operational require-
ments «, Other advantages which accrue from the functional hous-
ing organization are as follows:
The functional organization makes the best use of expert
knowledge, and the functional efficiency of personnel is main-
tained. 58
Centralization of housing functions at the Bureau of
Yards and Docks level for purposes of management, as well as
technical guidance, promotes a stronger Navy position with the
Secretary of Defense than was possible with housing fragmented
among the several Management Bureaus and offices.
The fact that Field Engineering Offices have a staff of
highly qualified housing management personnel who are located
near the field activities results in improved liaison for activ-
ity problems. These middle management personnel have an intimate
58U. S. Department of the Navy, Bureau of Naval Person-





knowledge of "station-peculiar" problems, as well as being
available to provide consulting service that may be necessary.
Further, since activity management assistance reviews are actually
accomplished by the Field Engineering Office staffs, these person-
nel are in an ideal position to conduct budget reviews and to
carry out budget execution functions.
Finally, functionalization provides for uniformity of
maintenance levels and standards for housing throughout the Navy.
Achievement of the overall Navy objective of operating
and maintaining family housing on an economical^ effective, and
businesslike basis is contingent upon the performance of the
activity-level segment of the Navy's functional housing organiza-
tion. As mentioned in Chapter II, the responsibilities of the
activity commanding officer and his housing management staff are
the efficient and effective management of available dollar re-
sources and assuring maximum utilization of the existing family
housing assets.
Since family housing is intimately connected with the
morale and welfare of his personnel, every commanding officer is
concerned with the effective management of his family housing
assets. The survey made in connection with this paper contained
no inquiry into the amount of time that commanding officers spend
dealing with family housing matters. However, the fact that
activity Public Works Officers do spend a significant percentage
of their time on housing is shown by Exhibit 11. Public Works
Officers at eight out of ten of the large activities surveyed
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these eight spend more than fifteen per cent of their time on
housing. At the medium activities, the Public Works Officers
spend about ten per cent of their time on housing, and at the
small activities, they spend about five per cent. 59
The data shown in Exhibit 12 have been developed to
determine whether there is a significant relationship between
the manner in which a Public Works Officer allocates his time
and the functional breakdown of his dollar resources. Since
utilities costs chargeable to the general facilities funds
(Budget Project 15), as well as all operations chargeable to
housing funds (Budget Project 10), are, by and large, continuing
costs not subject to close control by the Public Works Officer,
these funds are not included in the amounts shown in Exhibit 12.
Further, information on Naval Industrial Funds, made available
by other than Field Engineering Office allotments, was not avail-
able; therefore, the comparison is not significant for activities
under the Naval Industrial Fund.
At six activities, the Public Works Officer spends about
double the amount of time on housing that would seem appropriate
based on the total dollar resources involved in maintenance func-
tions. At four activities, the Public Works Officer's time
allocation is consistent with the housing dollars as a percentage
of total facilities maintenance dollars. At the remaining four
activities, the percentage of Public Works Officer's time is sig-
nificantly less than the housing dollars as a percentage of total
facilities maintenance dollars.
59For the purpose of this paper, "activity size" relates
to size of the housing operation (small: 0-100 units, medium:
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While no single pattern can be deduced from Exhibit 12,
there is certainly an indication that activity Public Works
Officers are spending a significant percentage of their time on
housing matters. This situation may be a result of the high
interest in family housing on the part of command or it may be
a reflection of the capabilities of the activity housing manager,
or a combination of both. The importance of having an able
housing manager must be recognized as a key element in a success-
ful housing operation. He should have sufficient ability in
directing housing management functions to preclude the necessity
of the Public Works Officer spending a disproportionate per-
centage of his efforts on housing matters.
The Bureau of Yards and Docks guideline statement in
regard to selection of housing management personnel is as follows
It is essential that the staffing of the organization
structure be as selective as possible to ensure the
recruitment and retention of highly qualified personnel
and thus provide for effective continuity of experience
within the civilian complement. Breadth of experience
is an important qualifying factor .... Applicants
for housing management positions should have affirma-
gively demonstrated their professional competence for
a particular position by substantive evidence of
practical experience in positions of comparable diffi-
culty or responsibility „ 60
Guidance continues in regard to position classification:
. . . Positions will be classified within the housing
management series
. .
. and will include administration,
supervision and accomplishment of special managerial
attention, including working relationships, attitudes,
and professional demeanor, required to provide necessary
advice and technical assistance in the review and evalua-
tion of housing management operations.
6QHousing Administration , op. cit . , p. 4-9.
61 Ibid.
, p. 4-9 and 4-10.
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Further, the role of the housing manager, as envisioned
by the Bureau, is as follows:
The housing manager serves in many capacities in the
performance of his duties ... as staff advisor on
housing matters to the Commanding Officer and Public
Works Officer; be the buffer and the channel between
the command and the housing occupants; should develop
and execute programs for the operation of housing;
integrate consideration of maintenance requirements
with fund availability and customer (occupant) satis-
faction in executing programs for the maintenance and
operation of housing; and serve in a liaison capacity
in the development and operation of community facili-
ties and activities. . . . "^
From the foregoing, it is evident that the housing
manager is expected to be a "Jack-of -all-trades and a master of
most" with both a flare for executive ability and an interest
in community programs. A cursory review of the housing program
requirements will substantiate the observation that a housing
manager must be an extremely well-rounded administrator to ful-
fill his role in the housing program.
As can be observed from Exhibit 11, ten out of 23 activi-
ties consider that their housing manager's grade level is too
low for the responsibilities assigned. The author had recent
personal experience in this connection when, as Assistant Public
Works Officer at a large activity (about 1000 units) , he endeav-
ored unsuccessfully for three years to justify upgrading a hous-
ing manager position from GS-10 to GS-11 level. The relatively
low grade level of housing manager positions is causing serious
problems in filling the positions with qualified personnel. At







graduates and eight have two years of college education. The
remaining housing managers have progressed into their present
positions from administrative, fiscal, or supply experience, or
from lower level housing positions. Comments from two Field
Engineering Offices evinced concern over the lack of a formal
training program for activity housing managers for the purpose
of improving management as necessary to cope with the present
housing program.
Financial Management
The financial aspects of management can be identified
as planning, budgeting, and control. Planning is managerial
activity concerned with future operations,, It is a process of
establishing objectives, determining what conditions exist, and
then devising ways and means of attaining the selected objectives.
Budgeting is the process of converting plans into the language
of the resources required, related to time, to conduct those
operations necessary to implement plans. Controlling is the
process of monitoring certain key operations to ascertain the
extent to which they proceed according to plan. Effective control
implies the opportunity to make corrections on a timely basis to
bring operations in line with plans (or standards) without loss
of effort. Each of these three processes is a continuing mana-
gerial activity subject to change, to meet the conditions of a
constantly changing situation.
Planning
It can be accepted that the key to planning is recognizing
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that, once a plan has been developed, management must be prepared
to change the plan as the situation dictates. 3 This concept
is particularly true of long range planning.
It might be concluded that planning for the operation
and maintenance of family housing need not entail a concern for
constant change. If it is assumed that there is a continuing
military requirement for all housing assets at an activity, it
might be concluded that resource requirements for housing are
not particularly a function of the tempo of the military opera-
tions, certainly not to the extent that aviation fuel requirements
are a function of flying hours. Can planning for housing be
simply a matter of establishing a pattern for maintenance and
repair that will fulfill the basic objective of protecting the
family housing investment, and then proceed with very little need
for change?
While the foregoing rationale may be valid on a program-
wide basis, when the program is subdivided and viewed from an
individual activity standpoint, planning on the basis of "no
change" will not be effective. While utilities consumption and
other types of service may have a generally straight-line charac-
teristic from year to year, maintenance and repair requirements
for individual quarters as well as for roads and utilities sys-
tems are variable. The cyclical characteristic of needs for
maintenance and repair of each major component of a structure or
system makes sound planning a necessity.
James Dowd, "The Board of Directors Looks at Long




Planning for housing maintenance and repair can be
divided into four elements:
1. Determine existing conditions. This involves a
careful inspection to determine the present material condition
of each major component of each unit and estimating how long
into the future the component or sub-component will last before
it requires significant maintenance, repair, or replacement.
2. Establish a long range maintenance plan. Based
upon the conditions that exist, and upon the estimates of when
significant maintenance or repair efforts will be required, a
long range maintenance plan is developed for at least a five
year period.
3. Establish a short range plan. With data extracted
from the long range plan as a basis, a comprehensive short range
plan is developed to be used in supporting resource budgeting
to carry out the plan.
4. Update the plan. Periodically update the long range
plan based upon results of inspections, or changes in status,
which dictate the need for revising the plan.
Seventeen out of 23 activities surveyed have long range
maintenance plans in effect. All 17 activities agree that budget
preparation and execution have been greatly facilitated through
the use of this type planning. Field Engineering Offices do not
feel that maintenance plans are being used to the degree possible
thus far; however, they expect fuller utilization of the plans
in the near future.
The survey conducted for this paper also inquired into
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the manner in which maintenance and repair work is generated.
While no precise pattern exists, the dollar value of work gener-
ated by the continuous inspection program averages around
thirty per cent at most of the activities. As long range plan-
ning becomes more fully implemented and its benefits are more
fully realized, the proportion of work generated by the contin-
uous inspection program can be expected to increase. In this
manner, management will be in the position of being able to shape
the maintenance workload into manageable proportions rather than
having it unexpectedly descend upon them.
Consideration of several other policy matters is neces-
sary when formulating short term plans. In the interest of
achieving high occupancy targets, vacancy-days for maintenance
must be held to a minimum. Streamlining of work authorization
techniques by use of "standard maintenance" procedures and pre-
printed (and pre-estimated) work authorizations is being pursued
by many activities. Accomplishing work such as interior paint-
ing in occupied quarters has also been considered; however, 21
out of 23 Public Works Officers have found that only minor work
can be done on an economical basis. Attempts to do extensive
interior painting in occupied quarters have resulted in higher
costs. 64
Planning of work to be accomplished by contract is
640ne large activity has found interior painting of
occupied quarters necessary due to the long duration of occupancy
(up to 19 years for civilians), but indicated that costs were
approximately 30 per cent higher. Another activity which finds
it practical is a small activity with a 36-month average occupancy
duration over the past four years.
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another matter which must be given serious consideration. Of
the activities surveyed, only two are accomplishing their general
housing maintenance by contract, and these do not provide for
full coverage of the work required. Eight activities, however,
are performing items such as grounds care and master television
antenna system maintenance by contract.
Finally, to increase responsiveness on the part of
activity shop forces, six out of ten of the large activities
have found it prudent to establish a separate work center for
housing maintenance. Staffing of these work centers ranges
from 14 to 38 men.
Budget Preparation and Execution
The budget process is one of the most important features
of a management system. The Bureau of Yards and Docks considers
that this key function should be assigned to the activity housing
manager. In this connection, the housing manager should be re-
sponsible for:
The development and justification of annual family
housing budgets and other requests for funds; prepara-
tion of financial reports; and control of the use of
allocated family housing funds. No housing maintenance
will be undertaken without prior approval of the hous-
ing management office
. . .
job orders for housing
maintenance will be issued under the signature of the
housing manager to insure availability of funds prior
to actual commencement of work. 65
Thus, it is intended to make the housing manager respon-
sible for all aspects of financial management for housing funds.
At 10 out of 23 activities surveyed, the housing manager is





charged with preparation of the budget. Also, the housing
manager makes the final determination of what goes into the
housing budget at 12 out of the 23 activities. At eight activi-
ties, however, including four large housing operations, the hous-
ing manager has no responsibility for preparation of the housing
budget, except to assist in a minor way. At over half of the
activities surveyed, the housing manager does not play a major
role in the budget preparation phase of management.
Budget execution is another story. Thirteen out of 23
housing managers approve emergency-service type work authoriza-
tions."" Several other housing managers, however, stated that
they achieve effective control of this type work by a periodic
review of emergency-service authorizations to insure compliance
with established policy as to the nature of the work accomplished.
Control of major work is also assigned to over two thirds
of the housing managers surveyed. Seventeen are responsible
for approving the scope of housing maintenance inspection reports
and 18 are responsible for approving work authorizations, other
than emergency-service work, prior to issuance. There are five
housing managers, however, who have no responsibility for approv-
ing any of the work authorizations issued. At these activities
the housing manager apparently has no control over housing
^"Emergency-service work authorizations, as the title
indicates, are for work of a minor nature that is generated as a
result of notice from a customer (occupant) of some form of
material casualty at a quarters which, by its nature cannot be
deferred until the next normal maintenance is scheduled. Normally




funds, except that which may result from after the fact reviews
of complete d-work cost data.
Where the activity budget preparation and execution is
not assigned to the housing manager, these functions are accom-
plished by the Administrative Division and/or Maintenance Control
Division personnel. At these activities, overall coordination
of the housing program usually gravitates to the Assistant Public
Works Officer rather than to the housing manager.
Information was obtained on the backlog of essential
maintenance trends for 19 of the activities surveyed. The other
four activities reported no backlog for the period. There is no
common pattern to the individual backlog trends; however, a plot
of the composite backlog for the activities, as shown in
Exhibit 13 indicates an increase from about $3.4 million in 1960
to about $4.9 million in 1964. The characteristic of the com-
posite curve gives indication that the backlog is stabilizing
around $5.0 million. Activities "C" and "F" reported that they
do not consider present funding adequate to support a reasonable
level of maintenance. Further, activities "A" and "E" replied
with a qualified "yes" to the same question, stating that the
present low level of funding will "soon catch up with us." As
can be noted in Exhibit 14, the backlog of essential maintenance
trend for activity "C" does not substantiate this contention,
although the backlogs for activities "A", "E", and "F" do show a
significant upward trend, particularly for 1963 and 1964. In
general, the survey results show that recent funding levels have
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The problems being experienced by the four cited activities may
require special attention by the respective Field Engineering
Offices to insure that funding is consistent with requirements
to protect housing assets. Comments received from the activities




Cost Accounting .—In connection with family housing
management, cost accounting supports the budget process. Unit
costs, developed through the analysis of historical experience
data, are the primary building blocks used to construct a budget
for resources. Accordingly, accumulation of realistic cost
information is a prerequisite to the development of a sound
budget.
A second, and equally important, purpose of cost account-
ing is to afford the manager a measure of control of his resources
in the day-to-day budget execution phase of management.
Cost accounting systems used in manufacturing enterprises
may be divided into two categories: (1) job order (or lot) cost-
ing and (2) process costing.
Job order costing involves defining the scope of work to
be accomplished in terms of a given number of product units for
a particular production order, assigning an identifying control
number to the production order, and then accumulating the costs
of production against the assigned job order number. Costs are
normally accumulated by charging labor and material directly
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against the job order and assigning indirect (overhead) costs
on the basis of a predetermined method of proration.
Process costing, on the other hand, involves accumulating
costs of labor, material, and overhead over a period of time and
applying these costs to the total units produced during the per-
iod. This type of costing is normally used when a continuous
flow of product pertains or when identification of the costs for
a particular lot of goods would be overly complex.
While maintenance and operation of public works in the
Navy is not a manufacturing process, cost accounting for these
functions employs a combination of the aforementioned costing
methods.
The Bureau of Yards and Docks Maintenance Control Pro-
67gram makes provision for the following types of work authori-
zations: (1) Specific, (2) minor, (3) "standing," and, as
mentioned before, (4) emergency-service. Specific work authoriza-
tions are used to accomplish significant items of work on a "one-
time" basis. Labor and material requirements are established by
individual estimates and costs are accumulated and reported back
to the manager on the basis of the specific job order number
assigned. Minor work authorizations are used for relatively small
jobs (normally about 80 manhours or less) and, while individually
estimated, costs are accumulated and reported against a blanket
job order number; therefore, the cost of each job is not separately
identifiable. "Standing" work authorizations are used for work
67This program is set forth in Maintenance Management of
Public Works and Public Utilities, NAVDOCKS P-321
,
the Public
Works Officer's maintenance management bible.
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of a continuing nature, such as grounds care or janitorial
services. Cost accumulation for this type work is by individual
job order, but reporting is by time period, e.g., monthly or
quarterly. Emergency-service work authorizations are costed in
the same manner as minor work authorizations. Specific work
authorizations use job order (or lot) type costing and the other
three use process type costing.
Since the cost accounting system is intended to aid the
manager in control of work effort, the traditional emphasis in
the Navy has been toward authorizing as high a percentage of
work as possible under specific work authorizations. This pro-
vides more positive control of the work force than is inherent
in a system where work is costed by "standing" or blanket job
orders.
The job order structure needed to establish this costing
system is normally defined in a job order accounting guide pre-
pared by each activity in advance of the fiscal year accounting
period. Exhibit 15 is an excerpt from the housing accounting
guide of one of the activities surveyed. It can be observed
that the accounting guide identifies the work function with a
budget line code, a job order number, and an Expenditure Account
number. It should be noted that the budget format as shown
in Exhibit 5 and the cost report as shown in Exhibit 7 are not
in complete agreement. This has resulted in a need to establish
extra accounts in order to enable identification of cost data
CO
Exhibit 15 also provides a WARES code number, which
ties effort into the BuWeps management system, entitled Workload























Bldg. Maint. (Int.) Qtrs.
Bldg. Maint. (Int.) Qtrs.
Interior Painting Qtrs. "A"
Interior Painting Qtrs. "B"
Interior Utilities Qtrs. "A"
Interior Utilities Qtrs. "B"
Maint. of Appliances Qtrs. "A"




MAINTENANCE OF REAL PROPERTY
:
MEMQ
L231 6110 Building, Roof and Floors 85000 44568
L231 6130 Interior Painting 85001 44568
L231 6140 Exterior Painting 85002 44568
L231 6150 Interior Utilities 85003 44568
Public Quarters-—Officers
:
L231 6110 Building and Roof 85004 44568
L231 6110 Awnings 85005 44568
L231 6130 Interior Painting 85006 44568
L231 6140 Exterior Painting 85007 44568
L231 6150 Interior Utilities 85008 44568












for the purpose of both budgeting and cost reporting. However,
this situation will be improved for the Fiscal Year 1966-67
budget call, which will contain a revised format paralleling the
cost report format. 9 Accordingly, for the purpose of further
discussion in this paper, parallel budget and cost report formats
are assumed.
The Navy Expenditure Account system has been used for a
number of years to accumulate cost data by functional area for
use in connection with performance budgeting. Since the uniform
cost accounting system for family housing has been instituted,
the continued use of Expenditure Accounts for housing results in
redundancy. Six out of 23 activities surveyed stated that Expen-
diture Accounts are still being used to assist in budgeting and
controlling housing expenditures. However, the other 17 activi-
ties are no longer realizing any management benefit from Expendi-
ture Accounts in family housing, since budgeting and costing is
in terms of budget line codes and uniform cost classifications
respectively.
The purpose of establishing a uniform costing system was
to develop data "useful in the effective management of family
70housing at all management levels." That this purpose has not
yet been fulfilled is evidenced by the fact that only 10 of the
23 activities surveyed are using the Family Housing Operation and
Maintenance Cost Report for local management purposes. The
69Presentation by CDR H. L. Bowman, CEC, USN, BuDocks
Housing Operations Division Director, at the BuDocks/FEO Code 60
Conference on January 18, 1964.
p. 3.




remaining 13 activities commented that the cost report is
"just another meaningless, burdensome report of no value."
This observation is further substantiated by responses
from Field Engineering Offices. While all eight responses
stated that the cost reports are being used as a basis for
management action at their level, three of the Field Engineer-
ing Offices stated that the cost reports are viewed with caution
as to accuracy and that their report review is primarily con-
cerned with verification of data accuracy. These cost reports
are being used by Field Engineering Offices to aid in budget
review, in establishing tentative budget targets, and in moni-
toring expenditures during budget execution.
The cost reports represent accrued cost information
with the amount of carryover from previous fiscal year funds
identified as a lump sum. Since the carryover is not identi-
fied by line code, direct comparison of cost data by line
codes with the budget plan becomes difficult, thereby over-
complicating the Field Engineering Office periodic review of
budget execution.
Another indication that the uniform system of cost
accounting for housing does not completely fulfill the needs
of activity level managers is manifested by the fact that 18
out of the 23 activities surveyed are continuing the use of
specific work authorizations to retain the measure of control
necessary for other management purposes. Further, three of the
five activities not now using specific work authorizations con-
sider that adequate control of shop effort is not being obtained
through the use of line code costing alone.
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Financial Accounting .—A respect for the provisions of
the Anti-Deficiency Act on the part of Bureau of Yards and Docks,
the Field Engineering Office, and the activity level managers
leads to the same dichotomy in accounting for family housing
funds as exists in management of other Navy appropriations. In
addition to the need for cost accounting as a measure of per-
formance, there is also a need for financial accounting as a
means of insuring against over (and under) obligation of funds.
Financial accounting is particularly important to the
activity level manager. Since costs are not incurred until
goods or services are actually received (and, in the case of
accrual accounting, incorporated into the work), the time span
between placing a procurement order and incurring a cost can be
several weeks and, for long lead-time material, can be several
months. The net result is that cost reports are received weeks
after the initial approval to proceed with any given scope of
work. Therefore, the manager needs periodic reports of obliga-
tion-rate information upon which he can base day-to-day decisions
as to the work authorizations to be approved for accomplishment.
Fifteen out of 23 activities surveyed are using a status
of funds report (either obligation or commitment'^-) to provide
71-An obligation is defined as an accepted purchase order
(or contract) in the case of outside purchases, or a requisition
accepted by the Supply Officer in the case of Navy Standard Stock
(NSA) materials; or, in the case of shop forces labor, acceptance
of the labor charge by the Fiscal Officer. A commitment is a firm
reservation of funds established by the execution of a procurement
directive or requisition, which authorizes creation of an obliga-
tion. Copies of requisitions are sent to the Fiscal Officer, who
sets up a commitment pending incurrence of the obligation. Direct
labor charges go direct to the obligation stage.
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this type of management information „ The Bureau of Yards and
Docks has recognized the activity need for management informa-
tion in terms of obligation-rate, and, as a part of an overall
management improvement effort, the Public Works Control Summary
report shown in Exhibit 16 has been established. ^2 while this
report is intended to support housing management as well as
general facilities management, only seven of the 23 activities
are using the Public Works Control Summary as an aid to housing
management. However, 11 activities are using the general Control
Summary format—modified by substituting budget line code classi-
fications for the items shown in column 1—for obligation-rate
reporting.
Use of Cost Standards .—One of the principle means of
appraising performance is through the establishment of cost
standards which are usable to the manager at his level. The
acceptable cost ranges shown in Exhibit 8, for instance, may be
useful for measuring overall Navy performance against the per-
formance of the Army and Air Force, since differences such as
age, geographical location, size of housing operation, and others
will average out. Direct application of these standards at the
activity level is not appropriate, however, because they have not
been adjusted to reflect "station peculiar" conditions. Conceiv-
ably, an activity's performance might be exactly on the mid point
of the acceptable cost range, but because of unusual local con-
ditions the activity's performance might actually be poor. Also,
72U. S. Department of the Navy, Bureau of Yards and



































































































































































































































































































































































































there is difficulty engendering enthusiastic personal commitment
to the Department of Defense standards on the part of the activity
Public Works Officer, since he may have no knowledge as to the
validity of the standards for his specific situation.
To make the cost standards more useful, the Bureau of
Yards and Docks has instituted a program of developing local
engineered cost standards for each activity. These standards
will take cognizance of local physical and environmental condi-
tions, Naval Industrial Fund requirements, and the type of labor
used (shop forces versus military or contract). These activity
standards will be an aid to management at both the activity and
Field Engineering Office levels.
Occupancy and Utilization
Effective management of occupancy and utilization requires
not only the full support of command in assignment matters, but
also the complete cooperation of the entire Public Works Depart-
ment to insure that maintenance work is promptly scheduled and
accomplished.
The Defense Department vacancy rate standard of two per
cent for all except substandard quarters allows for 7.3 vacancy
days each year. Based upon the term of occupancy data shown in
Exhibit 17, the four-year weighted-average term of occupancy at
the activities surveyed is about 19.5 months. Therefore, a
12-day vacancy could be used at each change of occupancy and
still meet the two per cent standard.
























vacancy standard in most cases. '^ Fourteen of the activities
are using the quarterly Housing Report, NAVDOCKS 2964, (see
Exhibit 9), to help monitor their own performance in this re-
spect. In addition, many activities have devised local reports
of the type shown in Exhibit 18 and Exhibit 19 to assist in
focusing management's attention on the responsibility centers
involved in the change of occupancy process. This type of re-
port is particularly useful to the housing manager as a means
of enlisting cooperation from the sectors over which he has no
direct control, such as the maintenance foreman and the housing
assignment official (when other than the housing manager himself).
Field Engineering Offices also use the Housing Report,
NAVDOCKS 2964, to monitor activity performance. Applying the
technique of management-by-exception, they focus attention on
those activities having difficulty in meeting vacancy rate
standards.
The survey results indicate that the Housing Utilization
Report, NAVDOCKS 3014 (see Exhibit 10), is not being used for
local management purposes. The principle use of this report by
Field Engineering Offices is to monitor activity assignment prac-
tices and the utilization of furniture and equipment. Five out
of eight Field Engineering Offices consider that the furniture
and equipment data shown in Sections II and IV of the report are
73A specific example of where the vacancy rate standard
is difficult to meet is the case where a major conversion project,
such as modernization of a Wherry Housing Project is underway.
Accomplishing this type of work economically results in many
quarters being held vacant for periods of several months at a
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more closely allied to budget requirements, and as such, would
be more appropriately a part of the annual budget request,,
Management Assistance Reviews
All Field Engineering Offices surveyed consider that
management assistance reviews are effective as a technique for
providing periodic management guidance to the activity command-
ing officer and his housing management staff. The management
reviews provide for the personal contact between operating and
middle management so important to improving communications,
understand of and commitment to the overall objectives of the
housing program.
The procedures for conducting these reviews are presently
under revision in the interest of streamlining the process and
reorienting its emphasis toward technical and administrative
assistance instead of detailed scrutiny.' 4*
Revised procedures will also reduce the present wide-
spread distribution of review-reports. One Field Engineering
Office expressed the opinion that reducing distribution as pro-
posed (report to go only to the activity) , will result in some
loss of valuable feedback from present recipients (e.g., Naval
District Commandants, Navy Area Av~"it Offices and others). Since
the primary purpose of the reviews is communication between oper-
ating and middle management, problems that are brought to light
should be resolved between the activity and the Field Engineering
Office concerned, rather than being "aired" to several levels of




command for review and comment. Accordingly, most Field Engi-
neering Offices consider that streamlining the procedures, as
proposed, will not result in a sacrifice in effectiveness of the
reviews.
Occupant Relation* Program
A successful occupant relations program can, by its very
nature, generate many benefits to both management and the ser-
vice families who occupy Navy housing. Tangible benefits include
reduced maintenance and operating costs resulting from prudent
care of the quarters and a conscious interest in utilities conser-
vation on the part of the occupants. In addition, benefits are
of an intangible nature such as result from the friendly spirit
which may characterize "community" living, as opposed to "project"
living.
Measuring the effectiveness of the occupant relations
program in family housing, if possible at all, is a highly elusive
task and has not been attempted in this paper. Suffice to say
that, as inspired leadership makes for a happy crew, so will a
sound occupant relations program contribute to the contentment of




This paper has presented a discussion of the Navy's
system for management of family housing, setting forth the high-
lights of the significant events and problems which led to an
evolution of the management system from a fragmented, ill-defined
housing program through a period of centralization within the
Navy, and finally culminating in the Department of Defense cen-
tralized family housing program in operation today.
Formalization of the present management system came in
the wake of keen Congressional interest in the manner in which the
Department of Defense family housing assets were being managed.
Reports by the General Accounting Office presented a bleak picture
of the situation by citing examples of how excessive costs were
being incurred to maintain existing family housing assets. While
these examples were the exception rather than the rule, a strong
defense of the housing program could not be made since the then
existing practice of supporting family housing operation and main-
tenance as an integral part of the general station operation and
maintenance program precluded separate identification of housing
costs. Congressional pressure and the steady growth in the number
of housing assets with a resulting growth in the need for housing




annual activity funding, made separation of housing and other
mission-support requirements a necessity.
Establishment of the Department of Defense Family Housing
Management Account provides the means to identify the resource
needs for Military housing to the Congress. The Secretary of the
Navy can now speak to the Secretary of Defense on housing matters
with "one voice," and the Secretary of Defense can, in turn, speak
to the Congress about the housing program with "one voice." More-
over, at the operating level, activities can identify the dollars
being spent in support of the family housing program.
Problems and Needs of the Organization
The element of functional foremanship clearly exists in
the present centralized family housing organization, particulary
within the Department of the Navy. This functionalism has con-
tributed to a reduction in competition for resources at the
activity level and has brought a higher degree of expert knowledge
to bear on housing management matters at the Field Engineering
Office and the Bureau of Yards and Docks. However, there is a
danger in this functional specialization which must be guarded
against. As more expertise is gained at the Field Engineering
Office and Bureau levels, the appetite for increased detailed
accounting information becomes more difficult to control. This
leads to a tendency to proliferate increasing demands for more
detailed reporting to higher levels of management. (Example:
The stated desire of several Field Engineering Offices for obliga-
tion-rate data by budget line code, on a monthly basis.)
One aspect of the organization which does not appear to
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have kept pace with the evolving management system is the com-
patibility of the qualification requirements, responsibilities,
and grade levels of the activity housing managers. Almost half
of the Public Works Officers surveyed consider that the housing
manager's grade level is not consistent with the responsibilities
assigned. This occurs in spite of the fact that a majority of
the housing managers are not assigned the full range of responsi-
bilities for budget preparation and execution (control of work
and funds) as envisioned by the Bureau of Yards and Docks staffing
guidelines. Further, most housing managers have progressed to
their present positions through the channels of routine adminis-
tration, with little or no formal education in the field of
business or management.
Since the housing manager is the base upon which the
functional housing organization depends for success, it seems
clear that there is a need: (1) to acknowledge the full impor-
tance of the housing management position and assist the field
activities in substantiating adequate grade levels; (2) to ini-
tiate an aggressive training program to assist presently assigned
housing managers in becoming better qualified to cope with the
management demands of the housing program, and (3) to institute
action which may be appropriate to increase the professional input
into the ranks of activity level housing management staffs.
Managing Dollar Resources
Financial management for family housing can be divided
into the three phases of planning, budgeting and control. Since
the traditional pattern of historical budgeting can no longer be
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accepted as a sound representation of resource requirements, the
importance of maintenance planning as a prelude to budgeting is
steadily increasing. Effective planning of a work schedule per-
mits the activity to program major items of work over a two or
three year period, thereby facilitating the provision of funding
support needed to accomplish such work. In this way, effective
employment of maintenance planning becomes a measurable aid to
the budget process . Thus, a continuing emphasis toward fuller
implementation of effective long range maintenance planning and
short range comprehensive planning is indicated.
The activities surveyed considered that procedures used
for the Fiscal Year 1965-66 budget call were effective in overall
program execution. Formats to be used for the 1966-67 budget
call have been designed to provide a complete parallel with the
chart of accounts required in the uniform cost reporting system.
This step will serve to reduce the accounting burden at the field
activities.
Recent funding levels seem to be consistent with a
reasonable standard of maintenance since the backlog of essential
maintenance for the activities surveyed is stabilizing. However,
it will be necessary to carefully monitor future activity backlog
trends to ensure that reduced funding levels do not result in the
generation of an inordinate backlog of maintenance work, thereby
jeopardizing the material condition of the housing assets.
In the budget execution phase of financial management,
two types of accounting are being used for control—cost account-
ing and financial accounting. The basic framework for use of

93
these types of accounting is prescribed by the Comptroller of the
Navy. Additional implementing procedures and techniques are pro-
vided under the Public Works management guidance promulgated by
the Bureau of Yards and Docks. Actual field activity implementa-
tion of the two accounting systems varies from activity to
activity, particularly in the manner and extent to which reports
are being used by operating management.
Less than half of the activities surveyed are using the
Family Housing Operation and Maintenance Cost Report for their
own management purposes. Field Engineering Offices are using the
cost reports principally to monitor budget execution, a process
which is complicated by the inclusion of accrued costs and the
absence of a straight-line pattern of cost incurrance by line
codes. Further, most activities are using locally-designed
financial control reports (which may or may not relate to budget
or cost line codes) to serve in management of obligation-rates.
Since most activities have found it necessary to institute lo-
cally-designed reporting to meet their own management require-
ments, it is evident that the presently prescribed accounting
procedures do not adequately serve this dichotomy of activity
financial and cost accounting needs. One reason is that the cost
accounting system was superimposed over an already complex account-
ing framework (Expenditure Accounts) without full consideration
of its impact on activity accounting requirements as a whole; the
cost system, therefore, is not being effectively used by activity
management. Further, because of the added cost identification
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numbers which must be used in accounting for each transaction,
continuation of a high incidence of technical errors can be
expected.
Recent steps to improve the compatibility of budget line
codes with cost line codes will serve to reduce some of the con-
fusion at the field activities; however, further efforts are
indicated, such as elimination of the use of the Expenditure
Account system in family housing accounting „ There is a need for
a thorough-going review of both the financial and cost accounting
needs of the activity level manager, to the end that a simpler,
more meaningful system may be devised to serve operating manage-
ment. While it is recognized that there must be an acceptable
common pattern for the information needs of higher echelons, an
accounting system must first meet the needs of the "hands-on"
level management if true efficiencies are to be effected.
With regard to occupancy and utilization of existing
housing assets, present reporting procedures are being effectively
used at all levels of management to minimize vacancy losses and
to insure that housing assignments are consistent with quarters
designations. The program objectives are well understood and the
reports serve a meaningful purpose at each level of management.
It appears, however, that the furniture and equipment usage data
reported in the Housing Utilization Report, NAVDOCKS 3014, are
more closely allied to financial management and would be more
logically a part of the activity budget request.
Management assistance reviews are being effectively used as
an aid to both activity and Field Engineering Office management.
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In addition, while no attempt has been made in this paper to
measure its effectiveness, the value of a vigorous occupant rela-
tions program related to family housing in the Navy is evident.
The system for management of family housing within the
Navy is basically effective in meeting the objectives set forth
by the Secretary of Defense. There is an urgent need, however,
to acknowledge the fact that effective direction of a program of
this complexity requires a high degree of management expertise
on the part of activity housing managers—an expertise that is,
indeed, lacking at many activities. Finally, insufficient atten-
tion has been given to the needs of activity managers in the
design of the accounting system. The presently prescribed system
does not adequately serve the activity either in terms of cost
or financial accounting. There is every indication that most
activities are managing effectively in spite of, rather than
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1. Do you have a full-time Housing Manager?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, what is his:
a. Level of education ( ) high school, ( ) college
( ) years. Grad. ( ) yes ( ) no. Major
b. GS Grade Level
c. Years in present assignment
d. General background prior to present assignment
e. Do you feel that his present grade level is consistent
with the responsibilities and scope of work assigned?
( ) Yes ( ) No
2. Is the Housing Manager responsible for assignment of family
housing as well as general housing management?
( ) Yes ( ) No
3. Is the Public Works Officer designated as the Housing Assign-
ment Officer?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If not, what official is so designated?
4. Roughly, what percentage of your (PWO's) time is spent in
housing management matters (including budgeting, costing, assign-






5. Roughly, what has been the average term of occupancy over
the last four years?
months
6. Do you have a Housing Maintenance Work Center for the per-
formance of housing O&M?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, how many personnel are normally assigned on a full-
time basis?
How many ungraded personnel in the Public Works Department?







8. Since the costing sytem (NAVCOMPT 2100) required by NAVCOMPT
INST 11101. 7B has been implemented, do you or the Comptroller feel
that you are getting any management benefit from the Expenditure
Accounts that apply to housing costing?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, explain briefly:
9. Do you use the NAVCOMPT Form 2100 Family Housing Operation
and Maintenance Cost Report as a management tool to assist at your
level in managing the family housing assets?
( ) Yes ( ) No
How often is this report prepared at your Activity?
( ) Monthly ( ) Quarterly ( ) Other, specify
If quarterly, do you feel this is too often for your purposes?




10. Submission of NAVCOMPT Form 2100 report requires developing
accrued cost data.
Is a significant amount of effort involved in developing this
accrued cost data?
( ) Yes ( ) No
Is the accuracy of estimated accrued cost data accurate
enough to be meaningful/useful as an assist in your management
of housing?
( ) Yes ( ) No
What official prepares the engineered estimates of accrued
costs?
( ) Housing Manager ( ) Maintenance Foreman
( ) MCD ( ) Other, specify
11. The NAVCOMPT 2100 reports are oriented generally toward
budget line code classifications and require that cost data be
reported by line codes. Traditional BUDOCKS Maintenance Control
cost reporting has heretofore been oriented toward individually
estimated "specific" work authorizations against which completed
job order reports were prepared by Fiscal, Does your present
costing system provide for identification of costs lodged against
a given "specific" work authorization on a routine basis (for
other than Flag or ClX quarters) as well as identification of
cost by budget line code classification?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If not, do you feel that you have adequate control of costs
when accumulated only by budget line code classification? (e,g.
;
are "specific" work authorizations individually costed?)
( ) Yes ( ) No
12. Does the Comptroller provide some form of an obligation (or
commitment) report, showing obligations by budget line code
classification, for your use as a management report?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If so, what is the frequency?
( ) Weekly ( ) Monthly ( ) Quarterly
Indicate whether: ( ) Obligation or ( ) Commitment
13. Is the Comptroller able to provide the necessary accounting
support for your housing cost reports and budget execution on a
timely basis?




Indicate the reports received from the Comptroller:
Type Frequency
Was an increase in personnel required either in the Comp-
troller Dept. or in the PW Dept. to support cost accounting
reports NAVCOMPT 2100?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, specify grade level and location:
14. If available, please provide copies of any locally designed
management-type reports being used in connection with housing
management, along with a brief explanation of its use(s).
15. Is the Housing Budget prepared by the Housing Manager?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If not:
a. What official does prepare it?
b. Does the Housing Manager make the final determination
on the budget, subject, of course, to the approval of the PWO and
CO?
( ) Yes ( ) No
16. Do you use the Public Works Control Summary as contained in
Section 2 of the Public Works Management Improvements (promulgated
as enclosure 1 to BUDOCKS NOTE 11014 of June 12, 1964) for
planning and execution of the Housing Budget?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If not, do you use the general concept of the Control Summary
(e.g., Budget Month - plan, actual, variance; Budget Year to Date
plan, actual, variance; APF, etc.) but substituting the budget
line codes for the information shown on the item list at the left
hand side of the form?
( ) Yes ( ) No
17. Do you use the Housing Occupancy Report (NAVDOCKS 2964) as a
basis for local management action?




If yes, explain briefly:
18. Do you use the Housing Utilization Report (NAVDOCKS 3014) as
a basis for any management action at your level?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, briefly explain.
19. Roughly, how many manhours are required in the preparation
of one regular submittal of the following reports (including all




20. Is your accounting function supported by Electronic Data
Processing?
( ) Yes ( ) No
or Electric Accounting Machines?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If not, do you feel that an EDP or EAM system is needed to
improve the timeliness of accounting reports?
( ) Yes ( ) No











21. With the tight budgeting and cost reduction emphasis of
recent years, have you been able to maintain your family quarters
in a reasonable state of maintenance?
( ) Yes ( ) No
22. What was the Housing Backlog of Essential Maintenance as




23. Is a facility history maintained on each housing structure?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, who maintains the file?
( ) Housing Manager ( ) MCD
And, briefly, how is it maintained current?
24. Do you have a LONG Range Maintenance Plan?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, is this plan an effective tool for developing your
budget submittal and for use in budget execution?
( ) Yes ( ) No
Comment if appropriate:
What official prepares the plan?
25. Does the Housing Manager review and approve inspection reports
and work authorizations as to physical and financial scope?
Inspection reports ( ) Yes ( ) No
Work authorizations ( ) Yes ( ) No
26. Are emergency/service calls approved by the Housing Manager
prior to accomplishment?




If not, briefly, how does the Housing Manager control this
type of work?
27. How is maintenance/repair work generated (roughly, by
percent)?
Emergency/service call by the occupant %
Interoccupant inspections by Housing Mgt. Aide "%
Interoccupant inspection by MCD personnel %
Continuous inspection program %
Other, specify %
How much in advance of scheduled vacancy is the rehabilita-
tion inspection made?
days
28. Do you use a procedure of accomplishing certain items which
may be termed "standard maintenance" (e.g., replace all faucet
washers; PM all appliances; PM window and door hardware) to expe-
dite issuance of interoccupant rehab work authorizations?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, indicate specific areas set up on this basis:
29. What is the local policy/practice in regard to accomplishing
rehab work prior to vacancy or after being reoccupied?
Briefly indicate the types and extent of work considered to
be accomplished in this manner.
Do you find it practical or economically feasible to accom-
plish general painting (over and above minor touch-up) in occupied
quarters?
( ) Yes ( ) No
30. Have you been able to "live" with the policy restated in the
FY '65 budget call (BUDOCKS NOTE 7110 of March 2, 1964, Attach. B)
which limits interior painting to:
1. No more than 1/3 of the units per year.
2. No change of colors by the occupant.
3. Standard color scheme.
4. Change of occupancy alone is not reason for painting




5. Painting solely for the purpose of changing colors is
not allowed
( ) Yes ( ) No
Comment as appropriate:
31. Have you found it economical and desirable to use a contract
for interior painting, in general?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, indicate type of contract: ( ) open-end ( ) one-time
32. How is furniture repaired and maintained?
( ) Station forces ( ) GSA Contract ( ) Other contract
If by "other contract" indicate type: ( ) open-end
( ) one-time
33. Is your overall housing maintenance done by contract?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, does the contract provide for "option to extend"
into another Fiscal Year?
( ) Yes ( ) No
Do you feel that the "option to extend" should be allowable
for several years on a year-by-year basis? If so, indicate
number of additional years:
( ) Two ( ) Three ( ) Four ( ) Five
34. Are other "continuing" service functions (such as grounds
care, etc.) accomplished by contract?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, specify types:
Does the other contract include "option to extend" provisions?
( ) Yes ( ) No
Do you feel that the option to extend should be allowable
for more than twelve months:





35. Comment briefly, if desired , on your overall evaluation of
the effectiveness of the Housing Management System as a tool to
assist you at the Activity level to do a better job of managing
your family housing assets. Are we over-controlling? Is the
control and reporting effort inordinate when viewed against the
savings realized? (For the purpose of this questionnaire, the
Management System is considered to include the organization, the
budgeting/costing system, the utilization and occupancy reports,
the FEO management assistance reviews, but not including annual
requirements surveys and other efforts involved in developing
and justifying requirements for additional housing).
36. Indicate briefly any recommendations which you feel would
make for improvements in the Housing Management System, such as
consolidation or elimination of reports improvements to manage-






1. Are the Long Range Maintenance Plans being effectively used
at Activities to plan and program maintenance and repair work?
( ) Yes ( ) No
2. Are these plans used as a basis for the annual budget prepara-
tion and execution?
( ) Yes ( ) No
UTILITIES
3. Has the program of establishing Activity utilities consumption
targets for housing been implemented?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, what is the general experience in your Activities
with meeting the targets?
What steps, if any besides general publicity about utilities
conservation, are being taken to control utilities consumption?
OCCUPANCY
4. Do you use the Housing Occupancy Report (NAVDOCKS 2964) as a
basis for management action at the FEO level?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, briefly explain:
Roughly how many manhours are spent in reviewing and coordina-







5. Do you use the Housing Utilization Report (NAVDOCKS 3014) as
the basis for any management action at the FEO level?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, briefly explain:
Roughly how many manhours are spent in reviewing and coor-
dinating each cycle of 3014 's in your FEO?
manhours
If would appear that the information required in Section 1 of
this report could be as effectively reported on a "when occur-
ring" basis—reporting only those cases where a dwelling is
assigned to a member more than one grade senior or junior to the
grade for which the unit is constructed. Do you feel that the
above approach would meet the general objective of Section I of
the report?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If no, comment briefly:
Do you feel that the data required by Sections II and IV
are more closely allied with budget requirements and as such
could be better submitted on NAVDOCKS 2755 in support of the
budget request?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If no, comment briefly:
COST REPORTS
6. Recognizing that the full intent of the FEO appraisal of
Activity costs as set forth in BUDOCKS NOTE 11101 of December 4,
1964, may not yet be fully implemented, do you use the Activity
NAVCOMPT 2100' s as a basis for management action at the FEO level?
( ) Yes ( ) No




Roughly how many manhours are spent in reviewing and coordin-
ating each cycle of Activity 2100 's in your FEO at the present
level of implementation (assuming no Activity norms have been
developed)?
manhours
What frequency do you feel you need the NAVCOMPT 2100 's at
FEO level to meet your management needs?
( ) Monthly ( ) Quarterly ( ) Annually ( ) Other,
Specify
GENERAL
7. Are you using any locally developed management reports to
assist you in managing the housing program at your FEO level?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If yes, please enclose a copy of the form/format with a
brief explanation of how it is used.
8. Do you have electronic data processing support at the FEO
level to assist in making better use of management information?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If no, do you feel that you need (or will need in the near
future) EDP support in order to keep up with the management re-
porting and /analysis necessary and to institute more timely
management action?
( ) Yes ( ) No
9. Do you feel that the program of annual management assistance
reviews is effective and is accomplishing the objective of pro-
viding the needed management guidance to Activity CO's, PWO's and
Housing Management staffs?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If no, comment briefly:
10. Briefly, what do you feel is the role of the FEO in the manage-





Do you feel that you are getting adequate support from
BUDOCKS and the Activities to permit you to carry out this role
effectively?
( ) Yes ( ) No
If no, comment briefly on areas where you feel that you are
being hampered from fulfilling the FEO role in effective housing
management.
11. Comment, briefly, on your overall evaluation of the effec-
tiveness of the Housing Management System of the Navy as a tool
to assist the FEO to do a better job of managing the Navy's
family housing assets,, (For the purpose of this questionnaire,
the Management System is considered to include the organization,
the budgeting/costs system, the utilization and occupancy reports,
the FEO management assistance reviews, but not including annual
requirements surveys and other efforts involved in developing and
justifying requirements for additional housing)
„
12. Indicate any recommendations for improvements to the Housing
Management System, such as elimination or consolidation of reports,
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